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ABSTRACT 
This study was conducted for the Task Force on Domestic 
Violence in Seminole County whose purpose it was to study 
and address the problems of domestic violence. The data 
were collected by random digit dialing telephone interviews 
of a representative sample of 536 Seminole County families. 
The sample represented a .01% sample of the total 
population. The questionnaire was developed as a structured 
interview with unforced responses to many of the questions. 
Demographic information was also obtained on the respondent 
and members of the respondent's family. 
It was hypothesized that the Seminole County survey 
would yield family violence rates similar to those reported 
in national studies. 
The results of the study indicate that family violence 
in Seminole County appears to involve less that 1% of the 
population, a figure much lower than the statistics in the 
national studies. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
One of the b a sic building blocks of all cultures and 
s ociet ies i s a v ery complex social unit known as the family. 
Respons i b i lity for the caring and training of children is 
its chief function . Many outside influences impinge upon 
this social unit , but it is the influences from within which 
affect its members mo s t profoundly (Straus, 1980; Thoits, 
19 8 2 ) . Since the family s erves a s a reference point for 
most adults , its members are constantly subjected to demands 
for sympathy , understanding, and support. With the weight 
of this responsibi lity , i t is not surprising that the 
members of a family f i nd t hemselves vulnerable to stress. 
This paper addres ses the phenomenon of domestic 
violence regarding t he extent and degree to which it is 
present in Seminole County , Florida. It was one part of an 
applied project partic i pa t ed i n by the author. Both this 
survey and other f acilita tive activities were conducted for 
a task force who se purpose it was to study and address the 
problems o f domes tic violence. As a means of better 
u nde r standing thi s p r oblem, an examination of relevant 
l iterature and re s earch a s well as applicable sociological 
theor ies i s reviewe d followed by a report of the results of 
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a survey on domestic violence among Seminole County's 
population. Recorrunendations concerning this problem are 
made based on the conclusions of this study. 
A. Background To The Problem -- Relevant Research 
Family Violence and Associated Myths 
Studies (Gelles, 1974, 1976; Gelles & Straus, 1979; 
Steinmetz, 1974; Steinmetz & Straus, 1974; Straus, 1971, 
1974, 1976, 1980) indicate that the family unit may be one 
of the most violent social groups in America, with the 
exception of, perhaps, the police and the military (Straus, 
1977). "A person is more likely to be hit or killed in his 
or her home by another family member than anywhere else or 
by anyone else" (Gelles & Straus, 1979, p. 15). Bass and 
Rice (1979) estimate that 1/4 of all murders are committed 
by one member of a family against another, and 1/2 of these 
are spouse killings. Suzanne Steirunetz (1977) has found 
that almost an equal number of wives and husbands kill their 
spouses, a finding which she says has been extremely stable 
over time. "It appears that men and women might have equal 
potential toward violent marital interaction, initiate 
similar acts of violence, and when differences of physical 
strength are equalized by weapons, commit similar amounts of 
spousal homicide" (Steinmetz, 1977, p. 90). 
Until the 1970 's people thought family violence was 
rare and, when an incident was uncovered, that it was highly 
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deviant. Evidence today indicates that just the opposite is 
true. "Intra-family violence is a recurring feature of the 
family system of our society despite the cultural commitment 
to non-violence" (Steinmetz & Straus, 1974, p. 15). For 
example, 93% of the respondents in the national sample 
studied by the Violence Conunission in 1970 had experienced 
physical punishment at some time, and 1/3 indicated they had 
been spanked frequently. 
Murray Straus (1971) of the University of New Hampshire 
was the first to use a nationally representative sample 
(2,143) to explore the extent of family violence and to 
attempt to identify the families who were more likely to be 
violent. Richard Gelles, in his doctoral dissertation in 
1972, was among the first to do meaningful research on 
aggression in families. The published version of Gelles' 
doctoral study, The Violent Home, shows that numerous 
incidents of violence in the home among family members are 
considered normal, routine, and need little justification. 
Normal violence is defined by Gelles as that which is 
"accepted, approved, and even mandated in family 
interactions" (1974, p. 59). Parents and the cultural norms 
in America remind us that "sparing the rod will spoil the 
child" (90% of American parents start physical punishment in 
infancy). In colonial America, for instance, a statute even 
provided for the execution of sons who were "stubborn and 
rebellious" and failed to follow parental 
(Steinmetz & Straus, 1974, p. 141). 
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authority 
The family consists of persons of each sex and diverse 
ages leading to both "the battle of the sexes" and "the 
generation gap." Consequently, there is greater intensity 
of involvement in family conflict. "Love, paradoxically, 
gives the power to hurt" (Gelles & Straus, 1979, p. 35). As 
a result, the amount of emotion displayed in conflicts with 
other family members is likely to be much greater than if 
the same problem were to arise in a relationship with 
someone outside the family sphere. A presumed "right to 
influence behavior 0 common to families because of love, 
concern, and parental privilege serves only to heighten the 
intensity of any conflict. 
There is little doubt that in our society, as in 
others, aggression is a frequent response to stress and 
frustration. Ursula Dibble (1980) clearly illustrates this 
with the data she collected on complex families and marital 
instability. She shows, for example, that there is an 
increase in family violence when there are step-children 
present plus children from the current marriage. The data 
indicate that the more complex the family interaction, the 
higher the level of frustration experienced in the 
relationships, thus the greater the probability that 
aggression was applied in the family and marital 
relationship. 
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Research has found that family violence occurs at all 
levels of society, within homes of the educated, the 
illiterate as well as the wealthy and deprived (Gelles, 
1972, 1976; Steinmetz & Straus, 1974; McKee and Robertson, 
1975; Hanks and Rosenbaum, 1976; Schuyler, 1976; Carlson, 
1977; Flynn, 1977; Lowenberg, 1977; Steinmetz, 1977; and 
Hendrix, LaGodna, & Bohen, 1978). There are no limitations 
in terms of age, race, class or nationality or size of 
family. 
Richard Gelles (1977) has found that the list of events 
which precipitate family violence is perhaps as long as the 
list of events which take place in families. There does not 
appear to be any pattern of events that produces violent 
reactions. Freeman (1979) reports that "economic 
conditions, low wages, bad housing, overcrowding and 
isolation; unfavourable and frustrating work conditions for 
the man; lack of job opportunities for adolescents/school 
leavers, and lack of facilities such as day care ( e. g. , 
nurseries), adequate transport, pleasant environment and 
play space 
children are 
and recreational facilities, for 
considered personal desperation 
mother and 
that might 
precipitate violence in the home" (Freeman, 1979, p. 139) 
Many myths surround the phenomenon of family violence 
and chief among these are: 
1. "The 
well-intentioned 
social work myth." 
and best informed police 
Even the most 
executive might 
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have difficulty including helping services as an important 
function for a policeman. "There somehow remains a residue 
of conviction that helping people is essentially a social 
work function that is discrete from the real work of the 
police. This attitude, while historically understandable, 
is associated with the belief that any helping function 
requiring the use of interpersonal skills diminishes the 
masculine authority image of the police"(Bard, 1977, p.185). 
2. "Family life is one of harmony and security 
forever; or they lived happily ever after." Despite 
overwhelming evidence to challenge it, the myth of family 
bliss and security survives almost totally intact. In the 
1980 census, of those persons who were ever married (aged 
25 - 54 years old), 19.2% were divorced at the time of the 
survey (Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1980). 
Official statistics also clearly show the high incidence of 
violence among family members; yet these figures have 
usually been ignored or given little notice or treatment 
(especially when compared with the concern about violence in 
other settings) • "It is almost as though we have averted 
our eyes from violence in the family because we do not want 
it to happen and believe that it should not happen. When 
forced to acknowledge its existence, we attempt to deny that 
it is widespread or severe or that it happens between 
normal people. We wish to believe that a beating from a 
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member of the family is somehow less serious, less painful, 
or less harmful than one from a stranger" (Dobash, 1979, 
p. 7). Such is the strength of the myth of the family bliss 
and of the desire to preserve it. 
Spouse Abuse 
That social norms legitimize the right to hit other 
members of one's family is fundamental to understanding the 
high rate of marital violence. "In a society such as ours, 
in which aggression is defined as a normal response to 
frustration, we can expect that the more frustrating the 
familial and occupational roles, the greater the amount of 
violencen (McKee & Robertson, 1975, p. 405). The rules of 
our society present a contradiction to the above in that the 
family is required to show love and supportiveness in family 
relationships. Peggy Thoits (1982) believes it is the 
presence or absence of social support which may have a 
causal effect on psychological disturbances. James and 
Dewitt (1979) report that several clinicians and researchers 
also observed that the presence or absence of a social 
network appears to play a role in a family's ability to 
understand and cope with its problems before abuse or 
neglect occurs. 
A paper presented by Carlton Hornung at the American 
Sociological Association's 1980 Annual Meeting examined 
violence within a couple instead of just violence against 
one partner or the other. 
relationship between the 
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Hornung explored the "structural 
educational and occupational 
dimensions of the stratification system, status expectations 
processes, and norms of equity within marriage" (Hornung, 
McCullough, & Sugimoto, 1980, p. 2). Hornung and his 
associates studied a representative sample of 1,553 couples. 
Horning noted, as did Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz, that 
research up to this point has assumed "that women are the 
only victims of spouse abuse" (Hornung et al., 1980, p. 3). 
This assumption has led to a proliferation of research in 
which data are collected about violence against women only. 
Even though men are also potential victims of violence, 
f amily violence is still equated with wife and child abuse. 
Hornung used the Conflict Tactics scale (see Appendix 
A) developed by Murray Straus (1979). The Conflict 
Tactics (CT) scale consists of a continuum or transition 
f rom psychological abuse to physical abuse to life 
threatening violence. Hornung found that psychological 
abuse is the most common form of abuse with 2/3 of the 
couples reporting at least one incident in twelve months. 
Physical aggression was considerably less common but almost 
16% of the couples studied reported at least one act of 
physical aggression during a one year period. Life 
threatening violence was reported in nearly 3% of the 
couples surveyed; that is, that either a knife or gun 
actually had been used against them by their partner. 
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In examining the structural r e l a tionships between the 
educational and occupational attainme nts of t he couples, 
Hornung found a significant relationship (p <. 001) where 
psychological abuse was evi dent . Surprisingly, however, the 
relationship was non- linear with higher rates of 
psychological abuse at the higher l evels o f education 
instead of the inverse as might be expected. Psychological 
abuse occurred in more that four out of f ive couples (81.5% 
in which the woman had a post- col l e ge education) . It 
suggests from Hornung's research resul t s that couples are at 
high risk of psychologically abusive behavior whe n the woman 
has achieved a post-graduated educat i on t hat exceeds the 
educational attainments of her husband or male partner. 
This was supported by Jane Hood (1980 ), who s a id (in both 
private conversation and 
bargaining in dual worker 
Sociological Association's 
wage ratio, usually as 
in her presentation on role 
couples given at the American 
1980 Annua l Meeting) that the 
a resul t o f the educational 
attainment, does af feet a coup l e's 
found, however, that couples i n 
re lationship. Hornung 
which there is a 
to a woma n with less post-college educated man married 
education run an even higher r isk o f psychological abuse. 
In comparing the incidence rate s o f men and women at each 
level of education , Hornung found t hat it is not educational 
attainment per se that i s associated wi th increase risk of 
v iolence , b ut rather it is a n i ncompatibility in the 
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educational levels of husbands ,and wives that is the 
important risk factor. 
Couple relationships in which the woman is working are 
the most likely to experience all three general forms of 
spouse abuse as outlined by the Conflict Tactics scale. 
Couple relationships where the woman is a housewife are not, 
contrary to popular belief, as subject to all forms of 
abuse. 
The occurrence of life threatening violence in the 
relationship of a couple is not found to be significantly 
related to the occupational attainment of either the man or 
the woman. Each of the three components of spouse abuse 
tends 
which 
to be highly prevalent, however, among couples in 
either the man or the woman is in a blue collar 
occupation. 
When comparing educational attainment by each member of 
the couple relationship, Hornung found that couples in which 
the man was post-college educated, but the woman was not, 
experienced twice as many acts of the most severe form of 
spouse abuse. An even more striking comparison is the high 
frequency of life threatening violence in couples in which 
the man has a college degree compared to the absence of 
extremely violent acts in couples where the woman has a 
college degree. This means that college educated women are 
not the victims of extremely violent acts nor do they 
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inflict this type of violence upon their husbands or male 
partners. 
There were certain "protective" effects in status 
relationships that Hornung and his associates were able to 
pinpoint. One of these nprotective" umbrellas was when the 
man had achieved a position in the occupational hierarchy 
that was above what most other men with this educational 
level had attained. When the woman was the over-achiever, 
however, the "protective" effect disappeared and the risk of 
life threatening violence increased two-fold. 
In general, then, Hornung found that his analyses 
support the hypothesis that the incidence and prevalence of 
spousal violence are related to the inconsistency and 
incompatibility of educational and occupational attainments 
of husbands and wives. 
Another dimension of spouse abuse to be considered 
involves the distribution of power between the husband and 
wife. "The concept of power is used in the sense defined by 
Weber, that is, a person's power is measured by the 
probability of the successful exercise of his will against 
the opposing wills of any other persons" (Rose, 1976, 
p. 83). Often the husband/wife abusive relationship is one 
of power in which the will of one, the husband in most 
cases, must prevail at all costs. If he feels helpless in 
his work environment and frustrated with life's daily 
experiences, he may feel he needs to exert his power in a 
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place where he 
physically weaker 
is assured of finding success. The 
woman becomes his target or scapegoat. 
"Man's proverbial inhumanity to man is matched only by his 
inhumanity to his wife" (Freeman, 1979, p. 127). 
Most couples in a battering relationship have extremely 
poor communication skills. They fail to understand not only 
their spouses but cope poorly with understanding themselves. 
"Male/female differences in human behavior signaling 
masculinity and femininity are perhaps conveyed more by 
non-verbal means than any other way" (Key, 1975, p. 107). 
Battering couples put their means of communicating on a 
physical level and cease attempting to communicate by verbal 
means. 
The abuser and associated myths. A detailed profile of 
the abuser is hard to obtain. Very seldom will the batterer 
admit to the abuse or even see the need for outside 
assistance. Many of the husbands, like their wives, were 
abused in childhood. The long history of both physical and 
psychological frustrations as a child, when added to poor 
learning of social restraints, feeds into the male system of 
violence. The "learning" of the pattern of violence thus 
seems to come from several sources. The batterer learns 
that violence is the way one deals with conflicts and 
emotions. 
Most hard data on the abuser has come from a secondary 
source, most often the wife. For instance, in Carlson's 
(1977) study , data on 
from the victim. 
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the abuser were collected but only 
This data indicated that most 
spouse/abusers (60 %) were alcohol abusers, 21% used drugs, 
and 44% had criminal records. Battering husbands and 
fathers are described by their wives and children as angry, 
resentful, suspicious, moody, and tense. Though they may be 
terrifying, they often have about them an aura of 
helplessness, fear, inadequacy, and insecurity. They are 
probably angry with themselves and frustrated with life. 
They may put up a good front in public, but in the privacy 
and intimacy of their homes they may not be able to hide 
their feelings of inadequacy and low self-esteem from either 
themselves, their wives, or their children. 
The man who is losing his grip on his job or his 
prospects may feel compelled to prove that he is at least 
the master of his home. Beating his wife and/or his 
children is one way for him to appear a winner. "The 
sufferer conceives himself to be masculine, aggressive, and 
tough, but underlying he has not mastered his passive and 
dependent attitude. The consequence is a compensatory 
hostility displaced upon a socially sanctioned scapegoat" 
(Allport, 1958, p. 339). 
Anger and aggression are normal impulses. Our culture, 
however, tries to reduce the intensity of the impulse, or 
else severely restricts how it is expressed. "In the 
process of learning, the child, and later the adult, 
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acquires a considerable degree of frustration tolerance, and 
learns to substitute perseverance, planning, and intelligent 
solutions for the initial tendency to rage" (Allport, 1958, 
p. 329). Batterers, however, have not been able to build up 
a "frustration tolerance" and this frustration, according to 
both Allport (1958) and Vander Zanden (1972), generates 
aggression; aggression becomes displaced upon relatively 
weak and defenseless "scapegoats" and then their actions are 
rationalized by blaming the spouse, projecting to the 
spouse, or by stereotyping. 
People handle their frustrations differently. "Some 
frustrated people tend to blame themselves for the 
frustrating experience; these individuals are intropunitive 
in type . Some are so detached and philosophical about 
life's frustrations that they blame no one; they are 
impuni tive. But others characteristically see (and seek) 
outside agencies to blame. This extropunitive type of 
reaction may be realistic (if the true source of frustration 
is identified) or it may be unrealistic, if the blame is 
displaced. It is, of course, only in the extropunitive type 
of response that we find scapegoating at work" (Allport, 
1958, p. 329). 
There exists a few criticisms of the "scapegoat" 
explanation. It assumes, for instance, that a large amount 
of unconscious thought goes on inside the individual when in 
fact a good deal of the abuse could be conscious and well 
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planned. Also, no explanation is given as to why some 
people displace their hostility and others do not. And, in 
some cases, what appears as displacement may very well be 
aggression directed toward the true source of frustration. 
This is especially true where economic, power, or status 
competition occurs. (Vander Zanden, 1972, p. 133). 
Margaret Elbow (1977) made some observations about the 
abuser and classified these observations into definite 
characteristics (Elbow, 1977, p. 517). The abuser: 
1. projects blame for his marital strife. "He denies 
the need for counseling because nothing is wrong with him." 
2. disallows autonomy . "The abuser experiences or 
expects to experience his mate as someone to depend on, 
someone to depend upon him, a possession, or an extension of 
his ego ." 
3 • sees his mate as a symbol. "Wives are similar to 
abusers' mothers, and conflict between hostility toward the 
wife and dependency upon her parallel the conflict with the 
mother." (Elbow credits this idea to Leroy Schultz whose 
article "The Wife Assaulter" appears in the Journal of 
Social Therapy, Vol. 6 (Second Quarter), 1970.) 
4. adheres to expectations of marriage (no 
flexibility ). 
5. displays attractive characteristics. "Abuser does 
offer warmth, protection and a sense of security." 
6. lacks intimacy. 
upon the wife." 
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n Sexual intercourse is imposed 
In addition to the characteristics that Elbow observed, 
Jennifer Baker Fleming (1979) also found the abuser to have 
a preoccupation with weapons and a great enjoyment of 
hunting for the sake of killing animals, as well as having 
abused and mistreated pets. 
Even though certain definite characteristics are being 
associated with the abuser, there still exist certain myths 
arising from the battering syndrome that are only slowly 
being dispelled. Some of the more common ones are: 
1. "It is a man's right and duty to head the family, 
so he can do whatever is necessary to keep the woman in 
line." Attitudes about this myth are rapidly changing. In 
the social and political climate in the United States today, 
with its emphasis on civil rights, a new perspective has 
been introduced concerning the historical subjugation of 
women. Now wife abuse is considered to be a social problem 
demanding treatment, research, and solution. 
2. "The batterer is not a loving partner." This myth 
has generated others , most particularly that of the 
masochistic wife. Women have been accused of loving the 
batterers brutality rather than their kindness, because it 
has been difficult for society to comprehend the loving 
behavior of batterers. But batterers are often described by 
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their victims as fun-loving little boys when they are not 
being coercive. 
3 . "Once a batterer, always a batterer." Although 
there is limited data on the batterer to date, information 
(e.g., Victim Information Bureau of Suffolk, Inc., in 
Suffolk, New York (Fleming, 1979, p. 298)) indicates that 
the batterer can learn that assertion can replace aggression 
and negotiation can replace coercion. 
4 . "Batterers are unsuccessful and lack resources to 
cope with 
physicians, 
executives, 
the world ." Among 
attorneys, public 
scientists, college 
batterers can be found 
officials, corporation 
professors, and salesmen. 
Many of these men even donate a great deal of their time and 
energy to community activities. 
5. "Drinking causes battering behavior." Lenore 
Walker (1979), in her observational study of battered women, 
found that over half tended to blame the battering incidents 
on their men's drinking. It became clear, however, that 
women were beaten whether or not the men had been drinking. 
But some association between drinking and battering cannot 
be denied . The most violent physical abuse was suffered by 
women whose men were consistent drinkers. 
6 . "Batterers are violent in all their relation-
ships ." According to Lenore Walker's (1979) study, only 
about 20% of the men are violent both to their wives 
and to others. However, research seems to focus on this 
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violent group . Most men who batter women are generally not 
violent in other aspects of their lives. 
7. "Batterers are psychopathic personalities." The 
one trait they do have in common with psychopaths is their 
extraordinary ability to use charm as a manipulative tech-
nique. They differ, however, in that a batterer feels a 
sense of guilt and shame at his uncontrollable actions. If 
he were able to cease his violence, he would. 
The 
battered 
O'Malia) 
abused 
women 
found 
and associated myths . 
conducted in 19 7 9 (Star, 
that almost half ( 49%) 
A study of 57 
Clark, Goetz, & 
of the sample 
witnessed violent behavior in their husbands before they 
were married but chose to ignore that behavior as affecting 
their lives in the future. Sixty-seven percent were 
battered by the first year . "Intimidation and threats 
reinforced the physical abuse in all cases. All the 
husbands yelled and screamed at their wives" (Star et al., 
1979, p. 482). Batterings occurred often among these women, 
some monthly, or at least every few months and were preceded 
usually by an argument over some family matter. Some of the 
women feared for their lives during an assault even though 
the actual assault never came close to that end. 
Bruce Rounsaville (1978), in his study of battered 
wives, found that the abusive relationships are long 
standing, three years or more. Of the 37 women upon which 
the study was based, 70% reported that the beatings occurred 
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for more than one year and 8 0 % s t ated that it occurred more 
than three times . Mostly , t he women received injuries to 
the head and neck, a l tho ugh injuries to the trunk of the 
body were almost as c ommon . Many women re f used to seek 
medical attention for the i r injuries, howe v er, because 
either their husbands wouldn ' t per mit it or they did not 
want outsiders to know about the beatings. 
Star et al. (1979 ) developed a profil e of the battered 
wife as "one with low self- esteem , a lack of self-
confidence, and a tendency to withdr aw " {p. 482). They 
showed an "aloof quality, a critical and u n compromising 
attitude, and a sense of discomfort whe n i n teracting with 
others" (p. 482). These women faced s ituat i o na l stress in 
their marriage around such issues as finances, household 
responsibilities, employment and child r earing. This is 
corroborated by Bonnie Carlson ' s (1977 ) study of 101 
battered women who felt that financial and inte rpersonal 
stresses led to the domestic violence . 
Personality tests were conduc ted in the Star et al. 
(1979) study, and these revealed that in many ways these 
women were 11 immature, lacking clear self-i dentities because 
of early deprivations in the f o rm of emotionally restrictive 
and unstable family situations" (p. 483). The women's 
perceptions revealed a certain naivete about men and the 
marriage re l ationshi p , most having no model on which to base 
any knowledge . They brought to their marriages very 
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traditional ideas: "that t he man is the head of the 
household and a woman's g r e a test j ob is to be a wife and a 
mother " (p. 483 ). Fully a third of the women felt that it 
was a "wife's duty to obey he r hu s b and in family matters and 
to submit to him sexually whe never he wished" (p. 483.) 
Almost all women (over 80%) in all of the studies 
reviewed (Star et al. , 1979 ; Carlson , 1977; Hanks & 
Rosenbaum, 1977 ) felt they did not de serve the beatings but 
many did feel that it was their actions that started the 
abuse. To avoid the abuse , most wome n at least threatened 
divorce; many considered suicide a s a way out; the majority 
of women used prolonged periods of separation as a remedy. 
Even though more than a maj ority of the men in the Star 
study (60%) did not hold jobs cont inuous ly, they still made 
the decisions about the major expenditures. They also 
regulated their wive ' s social lives , di s playing excessive 
jealousy even when the wives spent t ime with female friends. 
Gessner (1980) found, as did Gelles, that attitudes 
toward violence were divide d along gender lines and that 
women accepted the cul tural norm that a husband had the 
right to hit his wife . Accepting the role of victim of 
violence, however , did not t urn the wife against violence. 
" On the contrary , it tended to be a powerful pro-violence 
learning experience . There f ore, the more a wife was 
assau lted by her hu sband , t he more likely she was to 
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incorporate violence in her own behavioral repertory" 
(Straus, 1980, p. 691). 
Whitehurst (1974) noted some of the more subtle ways 
that a woman expressed her violence; for example, she might 
make a gesture of defiance or make derogatory remarks during 
the heat of an argument. He noted that husbands were often 
complemented in the creation of hostile and aggressive 
responses by a great number of subtle interactions, signs, 
cues, and passively hostile acts that build the violence. 
"When the woman initiates the violence, however, she is 
likely to be hurt more -- both physically injured as well as 
suffering psychological, social, and economic penalties 
(Straus , 1980, p. 702). 
Many women who chose to contact someone outside the 
family when violence occurred reported having unpleasant 
experiences. Women who contacted ministers, relatives, 
lawyers, police, and marriage counselors reported the 
greatest proportion of negative experiences. One woman 
reported that her minister had supported her husband "since 
he is supposed to be head of the household under normal 
circumstances" (Steinmetz, 1977, p. 92). Another woman 
reported that her minister had suggested she remain married 
at any expense and that she adjust to her husband;s 
inadequacies. Some of the more common misconceptions or 
labels applied to and believed by women are: 
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1. "A woman who is beaten must like it; otherwise 
she'd leave." The prevailing belief has been that only 
women who "liked it" and "deserved it" were beaten. Good 
wives are taught that the way to stop assaults is to examine 
their behavior and try to change it to please men: to be 
less provocative, less aggressive, and less frigid. There 
is no suggestion that provocation might occur from other 
than masochistic reasons, that aggressiveness might be an 
attempt to ward off further assault, and that frigidity 
might be a very natural result of subjection to severe 
physical and psychological pain. So many ask, "Why does she 
stay?" An abused woman stays for many reasons. An abused 
woman may stay from fear or lack of support financially or 
emotionally. The abused woman may not have any place to go 
or may experience religious, moral, and family pressures to 
make the marriage work. The abused woman may still have 
feelings of love or sorrow for her spouse or may be 
uncomfortable with the idea of being a single parent, or a 
divorced woman. The abused woman may be too dependent on 
her husband and lack confidence in herself. "Three factors 
appear to influence the actions of abused wives: the extent 
of violence they experience, their experience with violence 
as a child, and social and economic resources" (Gelles, 
1977, p. 59). Women who observed conjugal violence in their 
families of orientation were likely to be victims of marital 
violence in their families of procreation. The more 
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frequently a woman was struck by he r parents, the more 
vulnerable she was to grow up and be the victim of marital 
violence . "In theory , a wi fe who is beaten by her husband 
can leave him and get a divorce . In reality , she must go to 
extremes to prove she deserves a d ivorc e , and very often her 
suit is denied . In theory , a wifebeater, as with anyone 
else who commits physical assault, is a pprehended, 
prosecuted , and punished . In pract i c e t he o ffender is above 
the law because of his marital s tatus and is seldom held 
responsible for his criminal acts" {Mar t i n, 1 97 6, p. 175). 
2. 11 Battered women deserve to get bea ten ." The myth 
that battered women provoke their beatings by pushing men 
beyond the breaking point is a popular one. Everyone can 
recount a story where the woman s eemed t o deserve what she 
got: she was too bossy , too insult i ng, too sloppy, too 
uppity, too angry, too obnoxious, t oo p rovocative, or too 
something else. It is assumed that if these bat ter ed women 
would change their behavior , the batterer could regain his 
self-control . Studies indicate that batterers lose 
self-control for internal reasons, no t be c a use of what the 
woman did or did not do. Further mor e, this myth robs the 
men of responsibility for their own actions. 
A corollary to this myth is t he one o f t he verbally 
abusing, nagging woman. 
often characterize the 
Ironically , 
ba t tered wife 
male 
as a 
psychiatrists 
domineering, 
overbearing shrew . Ye t t hose who operate shelters for 
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battered women find that this stereotype does not hold up 
under examination. 
3. "If the woman were a better wife or loved the man 
more he would not beat her." This creates a lopsided 
responsibility . The battered must share part of the reason 
for the abuse. 
4. "Battered women are crazy." Battered women's 
survival behaviors have often earned them the misdiagnosis 
of being crazy. Unusual actions which may help them to 
survive in the battering relationship have been taken out of 
context by unenlightened medical and mental health workers. 
Women merely attempting to cope are mislabeled as mentally 
ill . Relatives in some cases fail to be supportive or to 
understand , and suggest 11 that they 'patch things up' or 
assume that the woman 'must be crazy' or need a lesson in 
how to perform the 'ideal wife role'" 
p. 93). 
(Steinmetz, 1977, 
5. "The myth of the single parent household." 
"Another of the cultural norms which helps to maintain the 
subordination of women is the idea that children cannot be 
adequately brought up by one parent" (Straus, 1977, p. 211). 
There are those who live in a state of forced cohabitation 
"for the sake of the children." This myth shatters faster 
than some of the others when confronted with the data on the 
high number of children who are physically and sexually 
abused in homes where domestic violence occurs. Children of 
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abusive par ent s all s ay t hey wou l d choose to live with just 
one parent (Walker , 19 7 9, p . 3 0) . The enormous relief in 
living with a s i ng l e p a r ent expr essed by children who 
formerly lived in violent homes wa s uni versal. 
The women in the Walker s tudy remained with the 
batterers long after the childr e n l eft home, putting to rest 
the myth that they were staying because it was better for 
the children . 
6. "Batterers will cease their v iolence 'when we get 
married.'" A small number of women in Walker's study (1979) 
reported violence in their premarital relat ionships. They 
thought that their men would cease t heir abuse once they 
were married, because the men would f ee l more secure and 
more confident of the women's exclusive love for them. In 
every case, the expected bliss did not happen. Rather, the 
batterer's suspiciousness and possessivenes s increased along 
with his escalating rate of violenc e . 
7 . "Battered women are uneducated and have few job 
skills." The educational level of the women interviewed by 
Lenore Walker (1979) ranged f rom fifth grade through 
completion of profess i onal and doctoral degrees. They were 
homemakers, teachers , real e state agents, lawyers, psycholo-
gists , nurses , physicians, businesswomen, politicians, and 
successfu l corporat i on executives. Although many were 
s uccessful c areer women , they stated they would give up 
t heir car eer s i f it would eliminate the battering in 
their relationships. 
26 
Their self-esteem was dependent on 
their abilities to be good wives and homemakers and was not 
well integrated with their successful professional 
activities . Richard Gelles (1977) did find, however, that 
the fewer alternatives a woman had to her marriage, the 
fewer resources she possessed in terms of formal education 
or job skills, the more "entrapped" she was in her marriage 
and the less likely she was to seek help or get a divorce 
after being beaten by her husband. 
8 . "Police can protect the battered woman." Most 
battered women agreed that the police were ineffective; as 
soon as the police left, the assault was renewed with vigor. 
If the violence occurred in any other setting, it would have 
warranted prosecution. 
9. "Once a battered woman, always a battered woman." 
While many women did have a series of violent relationships, 
most were extremely careful not to choose another violent 
relationship. There was a low rate of remarriage for older 
women who left battering relationships. .Most of them left 
the marriage by going against the advice of families and 
friends. They preferred being single to trying to make the 
male/female relationship work again. Women who had received 
some beneficial intervention rarely remarried another 
batterer (Walker, 1979, p. 28). 
10. "Middle-class women do not get battered as 
frequently or as violently as do poorer women." The studies 
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mentioned above show tha t spouse abuse cuts across all 
socioeconomic lines and c l asses . Most recorded statistics 
of battering , however , hav e c ome from lower -class families. 
Lower-c lass women are more like l y to come in contact with 
community agencies and so their problems are more visible. 
Middle- and upper-class women do not want to make their 
batterings made publi c . For ins t a nce , lower-class families 
are sent to emergency rooms i n public hospitals; middle- or 
upper-class wives can afford to contact private doctors or 
hos pi ta ls . "Anglo and minority women tel l similar stories 
and experience similar embarrassment , guilt, and the 
inability to halt their men ' s assaults although each grew up 
in a culture with different values and different attitudes " 
(Walker, 1979 , p . 22). This statement is based on studies 
of His anic, native American , Black , Asian, and Pacific 
Americans. 
The popular assumption by middl e -class investigators 
that marital violence occurs onl y i n the ghetto and among 
lower-class families may reflect the inability of these 
investigators to face the un i versality of the problem. 
Evidence of wife abuse exists wherever one cares to look for 
it . Fairfax County, Virginia , f or instance, is a suburb of 
the District of Columb i a and considered to be one of the 
wealthiest count i es in the United St ates. Police there 
rece i ved 4 , 07 3 family dis turbance calls in 1974. They 
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estimated that thirty assault warrants were sought by 
Fairfax County wives each week (Martin, 1976, p. 19). 
Morton Bard's (1977) study of New York's 30th Precinct, 
a West Harlem community of about 85, 000 people is another 
example. This socially stable residential community 
consists mostly of working-class Blacks with a sprinkling of 
Latin Americans (8%) and Whites (2%) . Bard found that the 
number of wife abuse cases reported in the 30th Precinct was 
roughly the same as that reported in another study conducted 
in Norwalk, Connecticut -- a white, upper-middle-class area 
with approximately the same population (Bard, 1977, p. 154). 
Many people believe that domestic violence is linked to 
class and social status. Some like Oscar Lewis (1965) 
believe outright that it is a direct result of poverty and 
low social status. Prevailing stereotypes of ghetto life 
ofte n incorporate images of women being beaten and thrown 
a round as a matter of course. But the available data do not 
bear out the contention that lower-class families are more 
violent than middle-class families. 
Child Abuse 
A study of three generations of families of abused 
children supports the theme that violence breeds violence 
and that a child who experiences violence as a child has the 
potential of becoming a violent member of society in the 
future (Silver, Dublin & Lourie, 1969). Fontana (1971) 
agrees that a cycle of violence is created. 
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The most universa l type of physical violence, as we 
have discussed, is corporal punishment by parents. The use 
of physical force to maintain parental authority is not 
confined to the young child, with as many as 50% of high 
school seniors being hit by their parents (Straus, 1979) . 
The American Humane Society reports that about 30% of all 
official reports of abuse and neglect concern children 
bet een the ages of 12 and 18 (James & Dewitt, 1979). 
Although social scientists are still far from a full 
understanding of the causes of violence, in light of the 
foregoing research, it is realistic to infer that children 
are learning violence , and that the home is one of the 
places where they learn it . 
Curtis (1963) focused on ado lescents who have killed 
someone and found that they had a tendency to identify with 
aggressive parents and to pattern their behavior after that 
type of parental behavior. Glueck and Glueck (1950), in 
studying juvenile delinquency , 
difference occurring between 
non-delinquents ' parents was 
found that the most marked 
delinquents' parents and 
the delinquents' parents 
resorted to more physical punishment and reasoned less with 
the juvenile. The effects of this type of training were to 
produce aggression. Thompson (1957), in a replication of 
the Gluecks' previous research, obtained similar findings. 
A physically abused child is defined as any child who 
receives non-accidental injuries or accidental injuries as a 
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result of acts or omissions on the guardian's part. Ninety 
percent of the people who physically abuse their children 
are mentally and intellectually normal. As in spouse abuse, 
no one social class tends to batter more than any other. 
However , the upper classes can more readily afford to take 
their children to private physicians who will keep quiet, 
while lower-class parents must take their children to public 
hospitals . No index of reporting, then, could focus 
accurately on the social class of physically abusing parents 
(Caffey, Silverman, Kempe, Venters & Leonard, 1972). 
Child abuse has reached levels of alarming proportion 
ith an estimated 200,000 children dying annually from 
"circumstances associated with abuse and neglect" (Light, 
1974, p. 566). The abusing parents usually manifest at 
least some of the same traits as in spouse abuse situations: 
impulsive personality, a low frustration level, immaturity, 
lack of affection, alcoholism, drug addiction, and a history 
of abuse in their own childhood . 
Sibling Abuse 
It would appear that one of the most important factors 
to be found in families where parental assault occurs is "to 
do unto others as you have been done by" (Kempe & 
Silverman , 1962 , p. 41). Not only does a battered child 
tend to become a battering parent, but family patterns of 
violence can develop in which a battered child batters 
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younger children. Physical fighting between siblings seems 
somehow less reprehensible than attacks on unrelated 
children . This difference in the way identical acts of 
violence are evaluated and dealt with symbolizes and 
reinforces the legitimacy of violence between family 
members. 
The following section attempts to examine the 
sociological theories which relate to the issue of family 
violence. 
B. Relevant Theory 
Deviancy theories are popular among sociologist today 
in explaining social problems. Deviancy is defined as 
"non-conformity to social norms" , 
individuals in a society will 
or, in other words, 
display a deviation 
some 
from 
commonly accepted rules adhered to by most of the 
individuals comprising the societal group. Three of the 
more respected theories in deviancy and the ones that will 
be used in this paper to assist in the explanation of family 
violence are: anomie, learning theory, and labeling theory. 
Deviancy Theories 
Anomie . The socially-defined problem of family violence 
can be understood through the concept of anomie as it was 
first introduced by Emile Durkheim in his classic study, 
Suicide (1898), and later developed by Robert Merton. 
Durkheim (1898) defined anomie as a breakdown in the 
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accepted social norms such that individual needs "require 
more than can be granted. No living being can be happy or 
even exist unless his needs are sufficiently proportioned to 
his means" (p. 246). Durkheim felt that this absence or 
confusion of values in a society or group was not a result 
brought about by the individuals composing that society or 
group but rather was integral to the cultural structure 
itself: 
1. that the group formed by associated individuals 
has a reality of a different sort from each individual 
considered singly; 
2. that collective states exist in the group from 
whose nature they spring, before they affect the individual 
as such ... (Durkheim, 1951, p. 320). 
According to Durkheim, any idea possessed by an individual 
combines in various degrees with other ideas in the society 
in which it is born. 
Robert Merton carries the development of anomie theory 
forward by suggesting an analytical separation between the 
goals of a society and the normative behavior necessary to 
achieve these goals. When the desired goals cannot be 
obtained by legitimate means, deviance results from this 
state of anomie, or normlessness. "Anomie is a breakdown in 
the cultural structure, occurring particularly when there is 
an acute disjunction between the cultural norms and goals 
and the socially structured capacities of members of the 
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group to act in accord with them" (Merton, 1957, p. 216). 
According to Merton, when individuals lose the capacity to 
reach the goals by socially accepted means, they have 
several choices. He proposes a typology of modes of 
adaptation by individuals to the means-ends discrepancy: 
conformity, innovation, ritualism, retreatism, and 
rebellion . Except for conformity in which an individual 
accepts both the goals and the means of achieving the goals, 
the rest are deviant modes and individuals may shift from 
one to another, depending upon structural constraints. 
Richard Cloward (1959) attempts to tie other theories 
of deviant behavior (e.g., cultural transmission theory) to 
anomie by proposing a differential availability to 
individuals of legitimate and illegitimate means. "The 
availability of illegitimate means, then , is controlled by 
various criteria in the same manner that has long been 
ascribed to conventional means. Both systems of opportunity 
are (1) limited , rather than infinitely available, and (2) 
differentially available depending on the location of 
persons in the social structure" (Cloward, 1959, p. 168). 
Cloward (1959) feels that there are learning environments 
for pursuing illegitimate means (e.g., the rackets) but not 
all persons pursuing these means succeed, further alienating 
them from society. 
Learning theory. Many sociologists have preferred to 
view deviant behavior from a different perspective, that of 
learning theory or cultural transmission theory. Cultural 
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transmission is defined as " the process b y which accumulated 
culture is passed down , by both f orma l a nd informal methods, 
form generat i on to generation t hrough learn ing. It is the 
inheritance of the ways o f acting, th i nk ing, and feeling of 
a culture " (Theodorson & Theodorson, 1969, p. 95). If one 
begins with the above statement , assuming all behavior is 
learned , then it naturally f o llows t hat it is learned in 
association with others. " If all beha v ior is lea rned, and 
if this is as true of normative as of devian t behavior, then 
the reason some people grow up to pursue the non-normative 
path is that they have had more meaningful associations with 
those already engaged in the deviant way than with people 
who conform11 (Sagarin, 1975 , p . 116 ) . 
Edwin Sutherland (1972), one of t h e foremost theorists 
in learning theory has centered his work on criminal 
behavior. Sutherland maintains that criminal behavior is 
learned from associating with other persons engaged in that 
type of behavior . The criminal has not invented ways of 
deviating from the norm , but rather has learned the deviant 
behavior and passes it on to others who might be found in 
the same social and economic circumstances. 
Albert Cohen (1965) proposes that membership in certain 
roles implies acceptance o f the social meaning of those 
roles: "criteria by which t hey are assigned, the qualities 
of behavior that f unction as signs of membership, the 
char a c teristics that me asure adequacy in the roles" (p. 12) • 
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These roles are learned through a complicated process of 
development and feedback of involvement and commitment. 
"Human action, deviant or otherwise, is something that 
typically develops and grows in a tentative, groping, 
advancing, backtracking, sounding out process" (Cohen, 1965, 
p. 8) • 
The important point about learning theory is that it is 
not the social or economic circumstances that produce 
deviant behavior but, rather, that the deviant behavior is 
self-perpetuating. 0 People pass this down through role 
models, peer-group pressure, parental and fraternal 
influence, and sometimes actual instruction" (Sagarin, 1975, 
p. 116). 
Labeling theory. In sociological thought, few theories 
have generated as much excitement, stimulated as much 
thinking, or been a part of as much controversy as has 
labeling theory. Many even regard it as less than theory, 
merely a new approach to explain deviance. Labeling theory 
emphasizes socially-defined labels applied to individuals. 
As a result of the applied labels, individuals react by 
developing defenses and fears which lead them into 
situations which become self-fulfilling prophecies; "the 
person becoming what he was originally defined as being; or 
the result of a definition may be the creation of a new 
situation that would not have existed had the first 
situation not been defined as real" (Sagarin, 1975, p. 122). 
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Edwin Lemert (1951) was the first sociologist to 
"label" labeling theory with the publishing of his Social 
Pathology. Many before him had spoken of labeling in 
various ways but Lemert was the first to proclaim that evil 
is only something imposed on individuals by others, that 
evil or good does not exist by itself . 
Howard Becker (1973), in his book, Outsiders: Studies 
in the Sociology of Deviance, popularized labeling theory 
with his descriptions of musicians and marijuana smokers, 
emphasizing that it is a social reaction that labels them as 
deviant. "If e take as the object of our attention 
behavior which comes to be labeled as deviant, we must 
recognize that we cannot know whether a given act will be 
categorized as deviant until the response of others has 
occurred. Deviance is not a quality that lies in behavior 
itself, but in the interaction between the person who 
conuni ts an act and those who respond to it" (Becker, 19 7 3, 
p. 14) .. 
None of the three theories totally explains the 
phenomenon of family violence, but each contributes to 
understanding some aspect of the violence of one family 
member toward another. Application of each theory to the 
family violence situation is explained in the following 
section. 
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Theories Applied 
Anomie. Family violence can be considered as a 
response to an anomic condition by examining the isolation 
of the husband, wife, and children from society. Few 
violent couples have close relationships with others. 
Neither the men nor the women seem to be able to tolerate 
the other forming friendships, "their reactions ranging from 
heightened suspiciousness to paranoid mistrust" (Hanks & 
Rosenbaum, 1977, p. 305). The women fear that the men's 
male friends will encourage infidelity and the men fear the 
women's female friends will encourage them to leave. 
Because of the isolation the women experience, they are 
depressed and increasingly dependent upon their spouses. 
This is one of the major factors in why the woman finds 
leaving an abusive situation difficult. "Battered women are 
confined to their homes by emotional, social, and financial 
chains" ( Lowenberg, 19 7 7, p. 10) • Emotionally, she fears 
retaliation if she signs a criminal complaint. The husband 
quite often is released within 24 hours and sentenced by the 
court to a short probation. Socially, she thinks the 
children will suffer without the guidance of the father. 
She also fears a lack of acceptance as a single parent. 
Many women receive heavy religious and family pressure to 
improve the marriage relationship. Financially, she does 
not have the necessary job training or job skills to provide 
for herself or her children. She has been dependent on her 
h us ba nd tota lly f or 
transportation . 
f ood, shelter, clothing, 
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and 
Family viol ence can be e xami ned as a response to anomie 
also from the means - ends perspective. "There is 
considerable evi dence tha t the less resources a family has 
available to meet needs the more vio l ence will take place 
ithin the fami l y " (Bouldi ng , 197 8 , p . 805). In a study 
performed by Murray Straus and Ursu l a Dibble (1980), using 
the nationally representative samp l e of 2 ,143 couples, rates 
of domestic violence were related t o soc i a l structural 
variables as income, employment status , s ex , and segregated 
family-decision norms. This would seem to substantiate the 
view that sources of violence do not lie within the 
individual but 
which create 
are more complex struc tural circumstances 
environmental stress . Previous studies 
(Carlson, 1977; Hanks & Rosenba um, 197 7) also have 
established a relationship between v iolence and a lack of 
resources. 
Besides job instability , an abusing man may have 
displayed psychiatric d i sturbanc es and experienced multiple 
marriages and legal trouble s stemming from assaultive 
behavior and alcohol abuse . "Alcohol abuse is a symptom of 
structural stress and frustration, but it serves to 
exacerbate 
1977 , p . 
rather than 
45 9) • Al cohol 
al l ev i ate the problem" (Carlson, 
abuse makes wife abuse easier by 
b reaking down i nh i bitions and allowing a man to injure a 
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woman when normally he would not because of strong normative 
rules against such behavior. "The wife batterer is seen as 
a man with low self-esteem and poor coping skills who is 
unable to express his feel ings easily" (Higgins, 1978, 
p. 269 ). 
Learning theory. Many researchers attribute spouse and 
child abuse to early exposure to parental violence between 
parents or of violence directed toward them as children" 
(Star et al ., p. 479) . In two studies (Star et al., 1979; 
Carlson, 1977), 1/3 to 1/2 of both the abused wife and the 
spouse/abuser had witnessed violence as children. Many of 
the omen had experienced abuse at the hands of men other 
than their current spouse , or experienced sexual assault, 
even before entering the present abusive relationship. "It 
appears that exposure to family violence at a young age may 
serve to desensitize girls to its effects and may lead them 
to expect violent behavior in a marital situation" (Carlson, 
1977, p . 459). Parker and Schumacher (1977) found that 
abused wives who had not experienced violence in their 
childhood families were better able to cope with and avoid 
further violence from their spouses. Hanks and Rosenbaum 
( 19 7 7) al so found this to be true from their study. They 
further classified the family background types as 
characterized by: 
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1. A Subtly Controlling Mother/Figurehead Father; 
2. Submissive Mother/Dictatorial Father; or 
3. Disturbed Mother/Multiple Fathers. 
Role expectations and obligations learned from 
childhood also contributed to the confusion on the part of 
the victim and the abuser (who should be considered a victim 
himself -- a victim of his past) . "The likelihood that one 
member is unwilling or unable to live up to another member's 
expectations is, therefore, increased, enhancing the 
possibility of family conflict 11 (Dibble & Straus,1980, p.71). 
Certain family role conflicts were found to trigger 
f amily violence more 
father felt excluded 
than others. For instance, when the 
from the children or became overly 
strict to compensate for the mother's having spoiled the 
children, violent outbursts could be expected. Violence 
also would occur when a man failed to live up to the wife's 
image of him. "The women saw themselves as encouraging the 
me n to be more adequate; the men heard this as criticism of 
their already shaky adequacy and self-esteem. Attacking 
women represented all the critical controlling figures in 
their past" (Hanks & Rosenbaum, 1977, p. 296). So, the wife 
was quite often an unwitting collaborator in the creation, 
enactment and resolution of spouse/abuser's violent 
outbursts. 
Labeling theory. 
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When cornmuni ties have not developed 
adequate support services to deal with violent behavior to 
spouses, often the blame is placed on the victim. "What did 
you do to provoke him?" is a question commonly asked of the 
wife. This suggests, of course, that it is the wife's 
behavior that is deviant rather than the abuser's. Such an 
attitude on the part o f a caseworker or counselor deepens 
the isolation of the wife and obstructs any motivation she 
may have to change the abusive relationship. 
Historically , counselors have dealt with battering by 
attempting to diagnose and treat individuals, focusing on 
aggressive drives and female masochism. The prevalent 
patriarchal myths were generally accepted by counselors. 
ntil very recently, it was the label accepted by abused 
women and, more importantly, perhaps, also accepted by the 
batterer . 
The three theoretical approaches (anomie, learning, and 
labeling) should not be seen as contradictory but rather as 
complementary in that they do not approach deviance from the 
same point or for the same purpose. Anomie theory is 
macro-sociological in nature, attempting to explain 
structural conditions which will generate rates of deviant 
behavior within certain groups (but not by particular 
individuals). Anomie forces us to look beyond any single 
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act of violence by any single individual and toward a wider 
scope of understanding the family violence problem. 
Learning theory is much more micro-sociological in that 
it tries to explain how an individual may come to commit 
deviant acts of family violence ( as presently defined by 
this society) . The roles of abuser and abused are learned 
from the past and carried into the future. 
In using labeling theory, one really starts with the 
reaction to the act of violence and is concerned with how 
this reaction shapes or alters the identity of the "labeled" 
individual. Typical examples of labeling within the family 
violence problem are the myths mentioned above such as "once 
a batterer, always a batterern or "battered women deserve to 
be beaten." This leads the batterer and the battered woman 
then to fulfill these expectations . Using labeling theory 
to explain the behaviors of these individuals may be 
misleading to the extent that the theory itself encompasses 
more than the narrow application which has been presented in 
this paper (again, refer to Lemert, 1951 and Becker, 1973). 
In addition, one might view learning theory and 
labeling as developmental, while anomie tends to be focused 
on a given point of view . 
The following section describes the history behind the 
origin and purpose of this study on family violence as it 
pertains to one local conununity -- Seminole County, Florida. 
II. DOMESTIC VIOLENCE IN SEMINOLE COUNTY 
A. Introduction 
Today, supportive ser v i ces can be found in most 
communities which certainly was not t he case only a few 
short years ago . When Richard Gel l es did his s tudy on abused 
wives in 1972, he noted that t here we re no supportive 
services in the community nor anyone else capable of 
providing any real assistance . Today, f i nancial a ssistance, 
legal aid, and counseling are available as wel l as crisis 
lines and information and referral centers. Victim aid 
centers and shelters are also more prevalent. Hospital 
emergency rooms are now more sensitive t o the child and 
spouse abuse problems and the victims . I n many parts of the 
country, police departments are also receiving specialized 
training to deal with the abuser and the abused . 
Despite the increasing number o f s t udies conducted in 
the area of family violence, much stil l remains to be 
understood about the incidence a nd prevalence of the 
problem . Coincidentally, many a reas o f the country still 
need to take the steps necessary t o aid the abused and the 
abuser . 
With the increas ing awareness of the problem of family 
vio l ence , conce r ned res i dents o f Seminole County (Florida) 
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began to feel as though more ought to be learned about the 
extent and prevalence of family violence in the County with 
an eye on determining suitable responses . No comprehensive 
services existed in the County to aid families experiencing 
violence; anyone in need of help who called the local police 
or sheriff's department was referred to the adjacent Orange 
County {Florida) Spouse Abuse Shelter. The Orange County 
shelter had begun to turn away Seminole County families in 
need, because the shelter was full . To these concerned 
residents, it became apparent that statistical evidence 
needed to be compiled to determine whether services were 
needed and to what extent. 
The idea to form a Task Force on Domestic Violence in 
Seminole County began as a result of informal discussions 
between Judge Dominick Salfi, Administrative Judge of the 
Family Department of the Circuit Court in Seminole County, 
Betty Smith, at the time Victim's Advocate for the Seminole 
County Sheriff's Office, and Nina Cassidy, Family Department 
Coordinator. Their concern surfaced as a result of the many 
divorce cases coming through the court involving domestic 
violence. Restraining orders and criminal sanctions were 
limited in their effectiveness. Although alternatives were 
needed, there were none in Seminole County for families or 
individual members who needed help because of physical 
violence in their homes. No cornprehensi ve assistance was 
available from agencies in the County. Consequently, the 
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Task Force was formed to explore alternatives for assisting 
the County's violent families. 
B. The Task Force on Domestic Violence in Seminole County 
System Description and Objectives 
The first Task Force meeting was April 25, 1980. Task 
Force members consisted of representatives from the 
Following agencies: Family Department of the Circuit Court, 
the Seminole County Sheriff's Department, the Seminole 
County Mental Health Association , the Domestic Relations 
Commissioner ' s Office, Seminole Community College, the 
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, the Office 
of the State Attorney, the Central Florida Educational 
Consortium for omen , Spouse Abuse, Inc. (of Orlando) , and 
the Central Florida Legal Services, Inc •. Over the next few 
months, the Task Force established its objectives. These 
were as follows: 
1. Determine the extent of domestic violence in 
Seminole County. 
2. Determine whether this County's public and private 
social service and law enforcement agencies are responding 
adequately to domestic violence by providing crisis 
intervention and follow up services. 
3. Encourage comprehensive and cooperative efforts 
through community resources so that members of dysfuncional 
families, where there is domestic violence, can receive 
adequate help. 
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4. Encourage comprehensive in-service training 
preventive education for law enforcement and social service 
agencies, schools, and the public. 
5. Determine whether this County needs and is 
eligible for federal and/or private funds to provide 
adequate support services, education and training, and to 
effect cooperative efforts through community resources. 
The Task Force met monthly and began to work on all 
five objectives simultaneously with various members of the 
Task Force in charge of developing each objective. Table 1 
illustrates the operations of the Task Force more concisely. 
A grant application and proposal to the Office of Domestic 
Violence, Washington D. C., became a high priority item due 
to an August 4, 1980, deadline, but that deadline was not 
met. The Seminole County Sheriff' s Department was convinced 
by members of the Task Force in June, 1980, to have all 
deputies state on complaint forms whether they had answered 
a domestic call or not. An attempt was made to upgrade law 
enforcement training to include dealing effectively with 
domestic disturbance calls. Transportation alternatives were 
explored so abused spouses could be taken to the Orlando 
Spouse Abuse Shelter if room were available. 
In November, 1980, the Task Force asked me to join them 
to bring my research and assessment expertise for the 
accomplishment of Objective 1 -- determine the extent of 
domestic violence in Seminole County. The Task Force also 
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sought to find the extent to which Seminole County agencies 
and professionals were dealing with abuse cases. Without 
this basic information, the Task Force found it difficult to 
give direction to creating some form of relief for abuse 
victims. 
I proposed to the Task Force that a formal preliminary 
survey be conducted of agencies and professional individuals 
who would be most likely to have contact with possible 
victims of physical abuse. For three months, February 
through April, 1981, the Task Force assisted in conducting 
the survey through voluntary efforts of individual members. 
The respondents to the Preliminary Survey were attorneys, 
school social workers, police, legal aid, 
the State Attorney's office. All of 
family court, and 
the agencies and 
individuals saw themselves as having contact with family 
violence and indicated that they had collectively dealt with 
1,521 cases of abuse last year (1980). 
The results of this survey indicated that these 
professionals had seen 715 cases of wife abuse in the last 
year, 18 cases of husband abuse; 727 cases of child abuse; 
and 61 cases of parent abuse. The office of H.R.S. reported 
the largest incidence of known abuse and the overwhelming 
majority of these were child abuse cases. 
All of the agencies and professionals surveyed agreed 
that Seminole County was in need of programs dealing 
specifically with family violence. The programs which they 
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felt needed to be implemented (in order of most frequent 
response ) were: 
1. counseling and therapy, 
2. cooperation among the agencies, 
3. an abuse shelter, 
4 . follow-up services, and 
5 . legal advice. 
Based on the results of this Preliminary Survey, I 
proposed to conduct a much larger, random survey of Seminole 
County's population to get a better estimate of the actual 
e xtent and prevalence of family violence . 
The Task Force decided in June, 19 81 , not to support 
the survey financially, but rather to turn all energies and 
monies toward direct support services for the abused. There 
were several members absent from that meeting who had 
supported the idea of a random survey of the County's 
population. 
In July, 1981, the chairmanship of the Task Force 
changed also . The first chairperson felt she was not as 
effective as she once was and was hindering the progress of 
the Task Force. She felt we needed someone with a fresh 
outlook and more energy than she possessed at the time. 
Our newly elected chairperson proceeded to have the 
Task Force set a list of priorities. First on the list was 
the establishment of a Community Education Committee to 
distribute a Spouse Abuse brochure which two of the Task 
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Force members had already researched, written, and had 
printed. Under this committee was to be a Speaker's Bureau 
to raise the public consciousness and to raise private 
funds. 
Later, the Task Force decided that the survey was 
needed because none of the priorities could be accomplished 
without the facts that the survey would furnish. Because 
the Task Force did not pursue active financial support for 
the survey, volunteers had to be solicited to conduct 
interviews. Volunteers form R. S. V. P. (Retired Senior 
Volunteer Program) were recruited who soon resigned. Some 
success was met with the University of Central Florida 
Sociology students whose motivation was stirred with the 
promise of extra credit for course work. Except for one 
member, the Task Force members themselves did not 
participate in the interviewing. 
As the survey time increased, less members attended 
Task Force meetings. When queried as to their reasons for 
non-attendance, they gave two reasons: 
1. non-working members had returned to work; and 
2. general burn-out from lack of progress by the Task 
Force after two years of existence. 
In the section that follows, the research hypotheses 
are presented that were used as a guide for the Seminole 
County random survey. 
III. STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES 
It is expected that the Seminole County survey will 
yield family violence rates similar to those reported by 
Hornung, et al., (1980) and by Gelles and Straus (1979). 
Descriptive hypotheses developed for the study are as 
follows: 
1. Sixteen (16%) percent of the couples will have 
engaged in at least one violent act during the last year 
before the survey. These acts are defined as causing 
physical injury: kicking, biting, punching; beating up; hit 
with something; threatening with a knife or gun; or using a 
knife or gun. 
2. Over 90% of the parents will use spanking as a 
means of disciplining their children, and over 50% of the 
older children (12 - 18) also will have experienced physical 
violence from their parents. 
3 . More than half of the children will be found to be 
kicking, biting, punching, hitting with an object, 
or beating up a brother or sister during the course of a 
year. 
4. The level of child to parent violence should also 
be high . Approximately 17% will have used at least one of 
the violent acts defined above against their parents during 
the survey year. 
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5. At least one incident of physical assault will 
have occurred in 28% of the families interviewed. 
In addition, the present study should reveal that: 
1. Most (no less than half) of the large population 
is unaware of any family services now available in Seminole 
and Orange Counties, and 
2. no less than half of those experiencing violent 
acts will have had the abusing situation resolved in a 
satisfactory manner to all parties concerned. 
IV. METHODOLOGY 
The data were collected by telephone interviews of a 
representative sample of 536 Seminole County families. The 
1980 census data indicate that there are 49,317 total 
families in Seminole County. The sample represents a .01% 
sample of the total. A two-stage cluster sample design was 
applied in a random digit dialing selection process. The 
design is the same one employed by Wen-Fu P. Shih, 
University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida (1981). 
According to Shih, using this two-stage cluster design 
increases nearly three-fold the proportion of working 
household numbers. 
Numbers with prefixes located solely in Seminole County 
were identified as well as the tota l number of working 
numbers assigned to each prefix. A set of seven-digit 
numbers was generated for each prefix and, subsequently, 
dialed. If the response was residential, the first five 
numbers were retained and, in the second stage, two-digit 
random numbers were generated and dialed for each working 
cluster of the first five numbers. This was repeated until 
an equal number of responses were obtained from each 
cluster . From a total o f 3, 019 numbers dialed for this 
survey, 2,224 numbers were busy, no answer, a business, or a 
single person household and therefore not interviewed; 259 
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people who answered refused to participate in the survey; 
and a total of 536 interviews were completed (Table 2). 
Interviewers collected data from November, 1981, 
through February, 1982. If the person answering the 
telephone was 18 years old or older, not living in a single 
member household, and consented, they were interviewed. An 
attempt was made to interview equally in the mornings, 
afternoon, and evening. Analysis of completed calls 
indicate that interviews were equally distributed among all 
time intervals with 118 respondents interviewed in the 
mornings from 9:00 - 11:59 AM (three hours); 202 respondents 
interviewed in the afternoon from 12:00 5:59 PM (six 
hours); and 122 respondents interviewed from 6:00 - 9:00 PM 
(three hours) . 
The questionnaire (see Appendix B) was developed as a 
structured interview with unforced responses to many of the 
questions, especially those employing the Conflict Tactic 
Scale (see Appendix A). Specifically, the Conflict Tactic 
Scale questions asked whether during the preceding six 
months before the interview, the couple/parent/siblings had 
ever kicked, bit, punched, hit with an object, beaten up, 
threatened with a knife or gun, or used a knife or gun on 
another member of the family. Demographic information was 
also obtained on the respondent and members of the 
respondent 's family. 
Numbers Dialed 
Before Interview 
0 - 5 
6 - 10 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21 - 25 
26+ 
Total 
TABLE 2 
Total Numbers Dialed 
Completed 
Interviews 
370 
95 
37 
14 
8 
12 
536 
55 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
69.0 
17.8 
6.9 
2.6 
1.6 
2.4 
100.3 
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The data were analyzed by use of computer using the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (1975) which 
produced the results of the survey. Descriptive statistics 
were obtained as well as cross-tabulations (with summary 
statistics) of pertinent variables. Pearson's correlations 
and partial correlations were performed on selected 
variables. Non-parametric statistics and analyses of 
variance were also computed. 
The next section gives the findings and conclusions of 
the study . 
V. FINDINGS 
From the representative sample of 536 resident 
households in Seminole County, the following results were 
obtained. Presentation of these results begins with a 
discussion of the sample accompanied by a comparison with 
demographic characteristics of Seminole County as found in 
t he 1980 census statistics. These data were collected to 
allow estimation of the occurrence of domestic violence in 
the overall county. Next, data are presented that examine 
the relative contribution of several variables to the 
occurrence of domestic violence. 
In the 
respondents 
sample, 
and 168 
A. The Sample 
there 
(31.3%) 
were 
male 
368 (68.7%) 
respondents. 
female 
Marital 
s tatus data on the respondents show an overwhelming majority 
of them are married (435 or 81. 3%) (Table 3). 
Of the 536 respondents, 202 or 37. 7% are members of 
families with just one other person in the household. 
Slightly more than half (58. 4%) of the respondents were 
members of a family of three or less. The average household 
size was 3.3 members. According to 1980 census data, the 
average size of households in Seminole County is 2.82 
persons (Table 3). 
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Table 3 
Demographic Characteristics of Sample and Seminole County 
Marital Status 
Married 
Single (never married) 
Divorced 
Widowed 
Separated 
Number in the Household 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 + 
Race 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
American Indian 
Other 
Educational Level 
Under 12 years 
High school completion 
College completion 
Graduate level 
Age 
18 - 30 
31 - 43 
44 - 56 
57 - 69 
70 + 
Home Ownership 
Yes , own 
No, rent 
Neither 
*18.2% were a 1 person Household 
Sample 
81.3(436) 
9.5(51) 
4. 7 (25) 
3.217 
10~:~( 7 ) 
37.7 (202) 
20. 7 (111) 
25.0 (134) 
11.6(52) 
3.5(19) 
10~:~( 8 ) 
92.9(498) 
5.4 (29) 
0.9 (5) 
0.2 (1) 
10~:~( 3 ) 
14.2(76) 
37.5(200) 
41.0 (219) 
lob:~( 39 > 
26.9(144) 
31.0 (166) 
18.3(98) 
17.7(95) 
10~:~(33) 
80.8(433) 
11.0(59) 
10~:~(44) 
Census 
78.5 
6.1 
7.4 
6.4 
1. 6 
100.0 
33.2 
18.1 
17.3 
8.2 
3.1 
1. 9 
81. 8* 
88.9 
9.9 
2.9 
• 2 
.7 
102.6 
2.4 
76.2 
19.5 
19.5 
100.0** 
32.0 
29.0 
14.0 
17.0 
8.0 
100.0*** 
72.8 
27.2 
100.0 
**Population for Educational Level= 108,072,25 years or 
older 
***Age categories from 1980 Census data differ from this 
sample's age categories by one year. 
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All sample statistics came close to matching 1980 
Seminole County census data, but none matched as closely as 
the proportions of the population by race. Whites 
represented 92. 9% of the sample, blacks 5. 4%. Seminole 
County shows 88.9% white, 9.9% black (Table 3). 
Educational level for the sample shows 458 of the 536 
respondents as having graduated from high school. The mean 
for the sample was 13. 2 years of schooling; the median was 
12. 4 years. (For a complete breakdown by year of 
completion, see Appendix C.) Those respondents whose 
education reached only the fifth through eleventh grades 
were also found to be in the older age categories (Table 4). 
Over helmingly, home ownership is the norm in the 
sample with 433 (80. 8%) living in owner occupied homes 
(includes mobile homes and condominiums) . Renters make up 
the other 19 .. 2% (Table 3) • 
more per household (does 
indic ted in 464 households . 
Housing space of five rooms or 
not include bathrooms) was 
Similar statistics are found 
in the Seminole County 1980 
of the county population; 
renters. 
census. Home ownership is 72.8% 
27.2% of the populations are 
For other sample statistics such as job status, 
employment categories and length of employment of 
respondents and their spouses, see Appendix C. 
A description of the typical respondent is that she is 
39 years old, white, a high school graduate married 
Age 
18 - 30 
31 - 43 
44 - 56 
57 - 69 
70 + 
Total 
Mean = 
Median 
13.2 
Table 4 
Age of Respondent by Years of 
School Completed (in percentages) 
Educational Levels 
5 - 11 12 - 16 17+ 
2.8 (15) 23.1 (124) 0.9 (5) 
1.3(7) 26.3 (141) 3.4(18) 
2.8 (15) 14. 7 (79) 0. 7 ( 4) 
4.9 (26) 11.4(61) 1. 5 (8) 
2.4 {13) 2.6 (14) 1.1(6) 
14.2(76) 78.2 (419) 7 .6 (41) 
years 
= 12.4 years 
60 
Total 
26.9(144) 
31.0 (166) 
18.3(98) 
17.7(95) 
6.2(33) 
100.0(536) 
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slightly over 20 years with a family income of $30,027 
(Tables 34 to 37 in Appendix C). Seminole County statistics 
re e al the average resident to be a white female, 31.7 years 
old and married. The median income for the County 
equaled $20, 87 3 compared to $22, 282 for the sample. An 
average income for Seminole County was unavailable. 
B. Survey Results 
The relationships within these samples households were 
e xplored to attempt to discover the family violence rates in 
Seminole County. Inquiry was made concerning the couple's 
re lations hip, the parent/ child relationships, the sibling 
re lationships, and the parent/older child relationships. 
Respondents were asked to name the place or agency to whom 
t hey might turn for help in a hypothetical family crisis 
situation. Respondents were asked whether physical violence 
h ad actually occurred and how it was handled. They were 
also asked i f they felt Seminole County needed family 
con lict assistance programs. The results of these 
q u stions are found in the sections to follow. 
Family Decision-making 
The first substantive area of inquiry in this study was 
h ow the primary couple in the household made decisions. The 
kind of decisions made was not specified, but most 
respondent indicated they were answering for the major 
decisions such as where to live, what car to buy, and where 
62 
the children should go to school. The majority (55.7%) of 
the couples reported making decis ions jointly (Table 5) . 
The husband or male partner made the decisions in 24.8% of 
the household ( ab le 5) . It is important to note that 
rates of violence have been shown to be higher in male 
dominant households (Ro se, 1976 ). 
More than half of the respondents (59%) indicated that 
their families did not argue about one specific thing, but 
the highest percentage of topics of arguments reported were 
money 1%) and children (13 %) (Tab le 6). 
Th R lations ip of the Couple 
Couples reported disagreeing an average of 12.4 times 
in the last six months preceding the interview and 46.5% did 
so by talking quietly to one another. The total number of 
couple disagreements over the six months was inversely 
proportional to the number of years married EXCEPT when the 
couples argu d more than 31 times -- then the numbers were 
essentially equal across all categories (Table 7). A large 
percentage (15 . 3%) could not remember that last time they 
disagreed . Other disagreements w re handled in a variety of 
ways (Table 8 ) . With an average number of disagreements of 
12.4 within six months and such a large percentage of 
coupl s indicating they talked over their problems quietly, 
one wou ld already begin to suspect that Seminole County's 
r te of violence among couples would be on the low side 
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Table 6 
Subject of Family Disagreements 
Frequency Percentage 
Varies 316 59.0 
Money 114 21.3 
Children 71 13.2 
Social Activities 18 3.4 
In-Laws 6 1.1 
Don't Know 4 0.7 
Job Problems 3 0.6 
Jealousy 2 0.4 
Alcohol 1 0.2 
Religion 1 0.2 
Total 536 100.0 
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Table 8 
Couple Disagreements - Way s of Responding* 
F r equenc y Percentage 
Talk Quietly 249 
Can't Remember 82 
Argue Loudly 24 
Ignore Each Other 23 
Ridiculed Each Other 20 
Left Room 14 
Other 14 
*Respondent ' s answers could fall into mo re than one 
category. 
46.5 
15.3 
4.5 
4.3 
3.7 
2.6 
2.6 
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compared to t he nationa l s tudies (Steinmetz & St raus, 1974; 
Straus , 1976 ; Ge l les & Straus , 1979) . 
Parent / Child Relationship. 
Fathers discipli ned the c h ildren considerably less 
(27 . 1%) than mothers (49 . 6% ) (Table 9). Of those persons 
in the family who disciplined the children in some manner , 
42.2% spoke quietly with them. More tha n 13 % o f those sent 
the children to their rooms as the form of discipline. 
Twenty-six percent took away privi leges (Table 10). The 
categories of discipline add up to more than 100% since the 
respondent could choose more than one way to administer 
discipline in their famil i es . Again , with such a large 
percentage of parents talking quiet ly to t he i r children, the 
rate of physical violence would be sus pected to be low 
(refer again to Glueck and Glueck, 1950). 
More children over the age of 10 (75 %) were threatened 
with physical punishment than were those younger than 10. 
The same ratio occurre when the age o f the children was 
correlated with being spanked . Almost 82% of them were 
older than 10 years (Table 11 ) . These particular results 
concerning the punishment of t he o lder child are consistent 
with the national studies (Stra u s , 1979; James & Dewitt, 
1979 ) where higher proport ion s o f o l der children were also 
punished. 
Table 9 
Disciplinarians of the Children 
Frequency Percentage 
Mother 119 49.6 
Father 65 27.1 
Jointly 55 22.9 
Grandmother 1 0.4 
Total 239 100.0 
68 
69 
Table 10 
How Discipline is Administered to the Children* 
Frequency Percentage 
Talk Quietly 113 
Took Away Privileges 71 
Spanked 38 
Put Them in Their Room 36 
Yelled 10 
Removed Child from 
Situation 5 
Threatened to Physically 
Punish Them 4 
Child Left Horne 4 
Other 14 
*Respondent 's answers could fall into more than one 
category. 
42.2 
26.5 
14.2 
13.4 
3.7 
1.9 
1.5 
1.5 
7.1 
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Table 11 
Age of Children Who Were Spanked 
Frequency Percentage 
Less than 10 years old 7 18.4 
Ten years or older 31 81.6 
Total 38 100.0 
71 
None of the respondents reported acts of child abuse 
based on the response to those categories which would have 
indicated that physical abuse was occurring (from "spanked" 
through ti used a knife or gun ti) • (See Table 10 again for a 
complete listing of reported forms of discipline.) The 
average number of times that the children had been 
disciplined in the last six months before the interview was 
30 times. 
Sibling Relationships 
Of the families with more than one child (189), almost 
77% of the children were reported as disagreeing frequently 
or all the time as opposed to occasionally or never 
(Table 12). Most of the siblings ridiculed each other 
(24.3%); 33.9% yelled at each other; and 8.5% would cry 
(Table 13). In this study, it was only among the siblings 
that abuse was found. Twelve percent of the children 
slapped, kicked, or bit one another; 6.3% threatened to hit 
or throw something; . 5% actually did; and 1. 6% beat each 
other up during a disagreement. Only 6.9% of the siblings 
dealt with disagreement by talking quietly (Table 13). 
These results are also consistent with previous studies, 
notably the study by Kempe and Silverman (1962). 
Whether parents stepped in immediately, later, or not 
at all during sibling disagreements appeared not to have a 
significant effect in the frequency of those arguments. 
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Table 12 
Frequenc y of Sibling Disagreements 
Frequency Percentage 
Never 13 7.2 
Hardly Ever 29 16.0 
Frequently 59 32.6 
All the Time 80 44.2 
Total 181 100.0 
Missing Cases = 8 
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Table 13 
Sibling Disagreements - Ways of Responding* 
Yelled at each other 
Ridiculed each other 
Slapped, kicked, or bit 
Cried 
Ran to parent 
Threatened to hit or 
throw something 
Other 
Total 
Frequency Percentage 
64 33.9 
46 24.3 
23 12.2 
16 8.5 
14 7.4 
12 6.3 
9 4.6 
184 972 
*Respondent's answer could fall into more than one category. 
74 
Counseling the children did make a difference, however, with 
50% of those children hardly ever arguing (Table 14). 
Older Parent/Adult Child Relationships 
Of those respondents who were adults residing with parents 
or adults with parents residing with them, 46% said they 
just talked quietly with their parent or parents when a 
disagreement occurred (Table 15). The average number of 
times these disagreements occurred in the six months 
preceding the interview was 16 times. 
After establishing the rates of disagreements in 
Seminole County households, questions were asked concerning 
how respondents had or would deal with an abusive situation. 
Family Conflict Assistance 
When asked the hypothetical question of where or to 
whom the respondent would go for help in a family situation 
that could not be handled, 26% of the respondents said they 
did not know. Turning to an immediate family member or to a 
minister were the next highest responses, 18% and 17. 5% 
respectively (Table 16). Only .6% of the respondents 
indicated they would call the police in a family crisis 
situation. 
Domestic Violence 
Physical arguments in 
experienced by almost 4% of 
these, 3% of the sample had 
the family were 
the sample (Table 
been involved in a 
actually 
17) • Of 
physical 
Table 14 
Parental Interference as a Factor in the 
Frequency of Sibling Disagreements 
Frequency Step in Step in No Inter- Counsel 
75 
of Dis- Immedi- Later ference Them Total 
agreements ately 
Hardly 14 ( 8. 3) 3 ( 1. 8) 8 ( 4. 8) 4 ( 2. 4) 2 9 ( 1 7. 3) 
Ever 
Frequently 34 (20.2) 15 (8.9) 7 (4.2) 3 (1.8) 59 (35.1) 
All the 48 (28.6) 12 (7.1) 19 (11.3) 1 (0.6) S0(47.6) 
Time 
Total 96 (57.1) 30 (17.9) 34 (20.2) 8 (4.8) 168(100) 
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Table 15 
Parent/Older Child Disagreements - Ways of Responding* 
Frequency Percentage 
Talk Quietly 26 
Left the Room 5 
Yelled at Each Other 4 
Nothing Settled 3 
Left Home 2 
Eventually One on 2 
Other 5 
*Respondent ' s answers could fall into more than one 
category . 
55.3 
10.6 
8.5 
6.4 
4.2 
4.2 
10.6 
Table 16 
Respondent 's Indication of Source of Help to 
Hypothetical Fami ly Crisis Situation* 
77 
Frequency Percentage 
Don't Know 138 25.7 
Immediate family member 97 18.1 
Minister 94 17.5 
Friend or neighbor 64 11.9 
No One 62 11. 6 
Counselor 44 8.2 
Never would happen 27 5.0 
Turn to God 20 3.7 
Doctor 10 1. 9 
Private Attorney 5 0.9 
Other 11 2.2 
*Respondent's answers could fall into more than one 
category . 
78 
Table 17 
Educational Level and Occurrence of Physical Arguments 
Physical 
Arguments 
Yes 
No 
Total 
5 - 11 
0.9 (5) 
13.3(71) 
14.2(76) 
issing Cases = 2 
Education (grade level) 
12 - 16 17+ Total 
3.0 (16) o.o 3 • 9 (21) 
75.3(402) 7.5(40) 96.1(513) 
78.3 (418) 7.5 (40) 100.0 (534) 
79 
argument within the last six months before the interview. 
Several variables were found to be correlated with these 
f amilies experiencing physical arguments. Three-fourths of 
the physical arguments occurred in households with income 
in the $31,000 plus category (Table 18. ) There was 
little correlation between level of education and those 
e xperiencing physical arguments (Table 17) . Fifty-two 
percent of all of those families experiencing physical 
a rguments turned to a counselor for help; 19% turned to a 
ministe r; 14% turned to Health and Rehabilitative Services 
(Table 19.) Seventy-two percent of these families 
reported that they were satisfied with the help they 
received (Table 20). Reasons given by the other 28% for not 
being satis f ied were: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
a nd 
4. 
was felt. 
the counselors were not interested in the problem: 
the care was not adequate; 
the law concerning violence needed to be improved; 
one respondent did not know why dissatisfaction 
Respondent's Recorrunended Services for Seminole County 
When respondents were asked if they thought Seminole 
County needed services dealing with family conflict, 72.2% 
said "yes" (Table 21). Of the 14% who said family conflict 
assistance programs were not needed in the county, 25% felt 
that no one really needed the help and almost 1/3 said no 
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Table 19 
Person or Agency Contacted by Families Experiencing 
Physical Arguments 
81 
Frequency Percentage 
Counselor 11 52.3 
Minister 4 19.0 
Health and Rehabilitative 
Services 3 14.3 
Police 1 4.8 
Family Court 1 4.8 
Fri nd or Neighbor 1 4.8 
Total 21 100.0 
Yes 
No 
Total 
Yes 
No 
Don't Know 
Total 
Table 20 
Satisfied with Help Received 
Frequency 
15 
6 
21 
Table 21 
Respondent's Perception of Need for 
Programs Dealing with Family Conflict 
Frequency 
387 
75 
72 
536 
82 
Percentage 
71.4 
28.6 
100.0 
Percentage 
72.2 
14.0 
13.4 
100.0 
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because they thought "it's no one's business" (Table 22). 
Of the services that were recommended by respondents, family 
counseling was mentioned most (58.4%) with no other single 
recommendation accumulating 10% of responses (Table 23). 
C. Summary of Findings 
As with any study, there is always the possibility of 
having obtained a bad sample but comparisons of the sample 
and Seminole County demographics suggests this is indeed a 
valid sample . Overall, the rates of domestic violence in 
Seminole County as indicated by the results of this study 
are not as high as indicated in national studies (Steinmetz 
& Straus, 1974 ; Gelles and Straus, 1979; Hornung et al., 
1980). To be specific, it was hypothesized that: 
1. sixteen (16%) percent of couples would have 
engaged in at least one violent act during the year before 
the survey. The data indicate that none of the couples 
reported experiencing a violent act. 
2 . ninety (90%) percent of the parents would use 
spanking as a means of disciplining their children. Only 
14 . 2% of the sample reported this type of punishment. 
3. fifty (50 %) percent of the children would be found 
resorting to violence with a brother or sister. In this 
study , 12% of the children slapped, kicked or bit one 
another; 6. 3% threatened to hit or throw something; . 5% 
actually did; and 1.6% beat each other up during a 
Table 2 2 
Reasons Respondents Sa id " No" to Needed 
Services in Seminole County 
Fr equency 
No One's Business 20 
No One Needs the Help 17 
Left Up to God 10 
Got Enough Programs 7 
Taxes Will Go Up 6 
Re ly on Others Too Much 5 
Won't Do Any Good 2 
Total 67 
84 
Percen tage 
29.9 
25.4 
14.9 
10.4 
9.0 
7.5 
3.0 
100.0 
Table 2 3 
Recommended Services f or Semi nole County 
Respondent Choices 
Frequency 
Family Counseling 194 
Spouse Abuse Aid 3 2 
Child Abuse Aid 16 
Hotline 14 
Mental Health 11 
Wife and Child Abuse Aid 10 
Religious Instruction 9 
Drug Abuse Program 7 
School Discipline Improvement 6 
Legal Services 6 
Alcohol Abuse Program 5 
Teenage Crisis Center 4 
Recreation for Young 4 
Financial Counseling 3 
Other 1 1 
Total 332 
Missing Cases = 2 04 
85 
Percentage 
58.4 
9.6 
4.8 
4.2 
3.3 
3.0 
2.7 
2.1 
1. 8 
1. 8 
1.5 
1.2 
1. 2 
0.9 
3.3 
99.8 
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disag reement . I t was also hypothesized that ove r 50% of the 
older children (12 - 18 years old) would have experienced 
physical violence from t h e ir paren t s. In this study, 82% of 
the children who were spanked we r e ove r the age of 10. In 
this study , only the stati s tic s on sibling violence and the 
physical violence came c lose to national figu res. Since 
no readily apparent explanation can be found f or these 
situations, it is suggested t h e y wou l d present good areas 
for further studies. 
4 . seventeen (17% ) percent of t he children would have 
used physical violence against their parents . None of the 
respondents reported that this type of violence occurred in 
their household. 
5 . twenty- eight (28% ) percent of the families 
interviewed would have experienced at least one act of 
physical violence in the last year . On l y 3 % of the sample 
reported experiencing actual phys ica l viole nce in their 
families. 
In addition , it was hypothesize d that : 
1. no less than half o f the s ample would be unaware 
of family services available in Seminole and Orange 
Counties . None of the re s pondents mentioned an established 
agency as a s ource of he lp i n a f amily crisis situation. 
2 . no less t han half o f those e xperiencing physical 
violence would have had the situation resolved 
s a t i sfactorily to all parties concerned. Twenty-eight (28%) 
87 
of those experiencing physical violence were not satisfied 
with how the situation was handled. 
Several factors would seem to explain these low rates 
of violence: 
1. economic conditions at the time of the study were 
good; 
2. there was a lack of overcrowded conditions 
(average family size = 3. 3; housing space = 5. 5 room per 
household; and 
3. decisions are made jointly in the majority of 
households (55.7%) rather than by a dominant male. 
Based on the results of this study, conclusions and 
recommendations are presented in the following section. 
VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Finally, what can we conclude about domestic violence 
in Seminole County; what relevance does sociological theory 
have for these results; and what recommendations are 
suggested to guide the Task Force in its efforts? 
As a result of the preceding report of findings, it 
must be concluded that family violence in Seminole County 
appears to involve less than 1% of the population, a figure 
much lower than the statistics in the national studies. 
erhaps some of the factors for this low incidence of family 
violence are: 
1. The economic conditions of unemployment mentioned 
by Freeman ( 19 7 9) appear not to be present. There is a 
lower rate of unemployment in Seminole County than 
nationally accompanied by a high average income. 
2. Overcrowding is not present with an average of 
five rooms per household for an average family size of 3.3 
members. 
3. The couple relationships appear not to set up 
abusive situations since 55.7% make their decisions jointly. 
Even though the incidence of abuse for Seminole County 
appears to be low, when this is applied to the total 
Seminole County population, this still could mean that 
nearly 2,000 men, women, or children are being abused every 
88 
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year. That is over five people per day. It is likely that 
these people do not know where to turn when faced with the 
abusive situation. According to this study, they would not 
call the police. They would call a counselor or go see 
their minister. They can afford to see private counselors 
to prevent their family problems from becoming public. 
Based on the results of this study, one theory (anomie) 
appears to best explain the low incidence of abusive 
behavior in Seminole County. Seminole County residents 
appear able to obtain the means to satisfy sufficiently 
their basic needs thereby avoiding the development of anomic 
conditions leading to deviant behavior such as abuse. 
Learning theory appears to explain only the abuse among 
siblings. Since no physical violence is indicated between 
the adults in the household we must infer that the children 
ar not learning abusive behavior from their family 
nvironments. If learning theory is operating, then we need 
to discover the source of their education in violence. 
Labeling theory may prove useful with the new support 
groups being formed where the battering individual is forced 
to accept the label of "abuser" before steps are taken to 
change his identity, much the same way Alcoholics Anonymous 
approaches the problem of alcohol abuse. 
As stated earlier, the Task Force on Domestic Violence 
indicated a need for data upon which decisions could be 
based to deal with the problem of domestic violence. 
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Specific recommendations are that the Task Force and County 
1. establish a centralized service (hotline) to 
apprise those abuse victims of the options (26% of the 
respondents did not know where they would turn for help) 
available to them in Seminole and Orange Counties to 
extricate themselves from the abusive situation; 
2. heighten the awareness of area ministers (17.5% of 
respondents would turn to their ministers for help), as to 
what constitutes an abusive situation and provide seminars 
to help educate them on both how to handle the immediate 
cri is situation and what options are available to the 
family experiencing physical abuse; and 
3. develop a listing of the type of counseling 
available and, if found necessary, support the establishment 
of counseling services specifically for family conflict 
situations (72.2% felt services dealing with family conflict 
were needed in Seminole County). 
Finally it should be observed that "family violence is 
a complex problem which presents issues that must be 
addressed by the social sciences, medicine, and the laws. 
The goal of identifying the problem, classifying the cause 
and treatment methods, and creating an image 1 ike child 
abuse requires coordinated efforts of all three professions" 
(Friedman, 19 7 7, p. 7 2 3) • The Task Force should lead the 
movement to establish preventive and supportive measures for 
fami ly violence in Seminole County. 
APPE DIX A 
The Conflict Tactics Scale 
Psychological 
Abuse 
Physical 
Aggre ssion 
Li f e-Threatening 
Violence 
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THE CONFLICT TACTICS SCALE 
1. Discussed an issue calmly. 
2. Got information to back up his side 
of things. 
3. Brought in or tried to bring in 
someone to help settle things. 
4. 
5. 
Insulted you or swore at you. 
Sulked or refused to talk about an 
issue. 
6. Stomped out of the room or house or 
yard. 
7. Cried. 
8. Did or said something to spite you. 
9. Threatened to hit you or throw 
something at you. 
10. Threw or smashed or hit or kicked 
something. 
1. Threw something at you. 
2. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved you. 
3. Slapped you. 
4. Kicked, bit, or hit you with a 
fist. 
5. Hit or tried to hit you with 
something. 
1. Beat you up. 
2. Threatened you with a knife or gun. 
3. Used a knife or fired a gun. 
(Straus, 1979) 
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**SEMINOLE COUNTY RESIDENT SURVEY** 
INTERVIEWER NAME: 
DATE: 
TIME CALLED: 
Hello, my name is I'm helping with a research 
project for Seminole County. We are interested in finding out about 
family decision-making and related issues. The interview will take only 
a few minutes. 
1. In order that we ask these questions of both males and females 
and young and old, may I speak to: 
(ASK TO SPEAK TO A HOUSEHOLD MEMBER AT HOME AT THE TIME IN THE 
FOLLOWING ORDER:) 
a. the youngest male over 18 
b. the youngest female over 18 
c. the oldest male (PLEASE CIRCLE) 
d. the oldest female 
(IF YOU ARE ALREADY SPEAKING WITH THAT PERSON, CONTINUE WITH:) 
We have no way of identifying you since the telephone numbers 
were randomly generated by a computer. Your answers will be 
treated as strictly confidential. 
* * * 
(GO TO QUESTION 112.) 
(IF YOU ARE NOT SPEAK.ING WITH THE ABOVE INDICATED RESPONDENT, 
WHEN THAT PERSON COMES TO THE PHONE, SAY AGAIN:) 
Hello, my name is I'm helping with a 
research project for Seminole County. We are interested in 
finding out about family decision-making and related issues. 
The interview will take only a few minutes. We have no way of 
identifying you since the telephone numbers were randomly 
generated by a computer. Your answers will be treated as 
strictly confidential. 
2. Before I begin, let me verify that you do live in Seminole 
County? 
( ) Yes (GO TO PAGE 2.) 
( ) No (THANK THE PERSON AND TERMINATE THE PHONE CALL.) 
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EXCHANGE 1st 2 DIGITS 2nd 2 DIGITS (1-7) 
1. First, could you tell me who lives in your household? I don't need 
their names, just their relationship to you (THE RESPONDENT). For 
example, how many children, sisters, brothers, aunts, grandparents, live 
with you in your home? First, there's you ••• You are (male/female)? 
Your age is ? 
A. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
(FOR EACH CHILD LESS THAN 18 YEARS OLD, VERIFY WHETHER OR NOT 
RESPONDENT IS HIS/HER PARENT.) 
LIST BY RELATIONSHIP TO RESPONDENT B. SEX c. AGE 
(8) (20) (32-33) 
(9) (21) (34-35) 
(10) (22) (36-37) 
(11) (23) (38-39) 
(12) (24) (40-41) 
(13) (25) (42-43) 
(14) (26) (44-45) 
(15) (27) (46-47) 
(16) (28) (48-49) 
(17) (29) (50-51) 
(18) (30) (52-53) 
(19) (31) (54-55) 
Based on what you have said, there are people living 
in your home.* (56-57) 
VERIFY NUMBER 
(IF THE RESPONDENT HAS INDICATED THAT HE/SHE LIVES ALONE, TELL THEM THAT 
THE QUESTIONS IN THIS SURVEY WOULD NOT APPLY IN THEIR CASE, THANK THEM 
FOR THEIR TIME, AND TERMINATE THE PHONE CALL.) 
2. What type of house do you live in? Is it an apartment, motel, 
private house, public housing , mobile home (trailer), or 
condominium? 
1. apartment (58) 
2. motel , rooming house 
3. private house (YES) 
4. public housing 
5 . mobile home (trailer) (YES) 
6 . condominum (YES ) 
7. other 
Do you own or r ent? (59) 
1. Own 
2 . Rent 
2a . Row many rooms do you have in you r hous e (not i ncluding the 
bathrooms)? (60-61) 
------
* * * 
Now, we would like to ask a few quest i ons about how your family 
makes decisions and handles prob lems t hat come up from time to 
time. 
3. Cou ld you tell me who makes mos t of t he decisions in your family? 
(RELATIONSHIP) (62) 
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4. When disagreement occurs in your family, what is it about most of 
the time? 
1. money DO NOT READ: RECORD VERBATIM. (63) 
2. children 
3. job problems 
4. in-laws 
5. alcohol 
6. jealousy 
7. religion 
8. social activities 
9. other (specify): 
--------
4a . For example (please explain) : 
* C H I L D R E N * 
(ASK FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ONLY IF THERE ARE CHILDREN IN THE FAMILY: 
OTHERWISE GO TO QUESTION #7.) 
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5. When was the last time you had a discipline problem with your child 
(children)? 
2. 
3. 
today 
yesterday 
last week DO NOT READ: RECORD VERBATIM. 
4. can't remember (don't know) 
5. other----------
--------
5a. Which child was this? 
5b. Who handled the problem? 
------
(RELATIONSHIP) 
(RELATIONSHIP) 
(64) 
(65) 
(66) 
Sc. How did (HE/SHE/YOU) handle the problem? 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
s. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
DO NOT READ: RECORD VERBATIM. 
talked quietly with the child 
ridiculed them 
put them in their room 
threatened to physically punish them 
spanked them (YES) 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~------
threw something at them 
beat them up 
7a. Please explain: 
threaten with a knife or gun 
used a knif e or gun 
other 
Sa. Where? 
1. face 
2. trunk of body 
3. rear end 
4. legs 
s. whole body 
Sb. What did (HE/SHE/YOU 
them with? 
spank 
(67) 
(68) 
(69) 
(70) 
(71) 
(72) 
(73) 
(74) 
(7S) 
(76) 
(77) 
(78) 
(79) 
(80) 
CARD 
(1) 
(2) 
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5d. How often in the last 6 months would you say you've had to 
discipline your children in this manner? 
----
(3-4) 
(ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTION ONLY IF THERE IS MORE THAN ONE CHILD IN 
THE FAMILY: OTHERWISE GO TO QUESTION #7.) 
6. Do your children ever disagree with each other? 
1. Yes (GO TO Q. 6a.) (5} 
2 • No (GO TO Q. 7 • ) ( 6) 
6a. How often? 1. never 
2. hardly ever 
3. frequently 
4. all the time 
6b. What do they usually do when they disagree? 
1. talk quietly DO NOT READ; RECORD VERBATIM. (7) 
2. ridicule each other (8) 
3. leave the room (9) 
4. cry (10) 
5. threaten to hit or throw something (11) 
6. throw something (12) 
7. slap, kick, or bite each other (13) 
8. beat each other up (14) 
9. threaten with a knife or gun (15) 
10. use a knife or gun (16) 
11. other (17) 
6c. What do you do when the children have a disagreement? (18-19) 
(RECORD VERBATIM) 
* C 0 U P L E S * 
(ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTION OF COUPLES WHO ARE MARRIED OR LIVING 
TOGETHER IN THE SAME HOUSEHOLD; OTHERWISE GO TO Q. 8) 
7. When was the last time you and your spouse (friend) disagreed? 
(20) 
1. today DO NOT READ; RECORD VERBATIM. 
2. yesterday 
3. last week 
4. can't remember (don't know) 
7a. When you had this disagreement, what happened? 
1. talked quietly DO NOT READ; RECORD VERBATIM. (21) 
2. ridiculed each other (22) 
3. left the room (23) 
4. cried (24) 
5. threatened to hit or throw something 
6. threw something 
7. slapped, kicked, or bit each other 
8. beat each other up 
9. threatened with a knife or gun 
10. used a knife or gun 
7b. Please explain: 
(25) 
(26) 
(27) 
(28) 
(29) 
(30) 
(31) 
**(PROBE -- ESPECIALLY ABOUT WHO WAS DOING WHAT TO WHOM.) 
7c. How often in the last 6 months would you say you and your 
spouse (friend) have disagreed? ____ _ (32-33) 
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* P A R E N T S * 
(ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ONLY IF PARENTS OF RESPONDENT OR 
SPOUSE (FRIEND) RESIDE IN THE HOUSEHOLD; OTHERWISE GO TO Q. 9.) 
8. When was the last time you and your parent(s) (spouse's parents) 
disagreed? 
1. today DO NOT READ; RECORD VERBATIM (34) 
2. yesterday 
3. last week 
4. can't remember (don't know) 
8a. When you had this disagreement, what happened? 
1. talked quietly 
2. ridiculed each other 
3. left the room DO NOT READ; RECORD VERBATIM 
4. cried 
5. threatened to hit or throw something 
6. threw something 
7. slapped, kicked, or bit each other 
8. beat each other up 
9. threatened with a knife or gun 
10. used a knife or gun 
11. 
**(PROBE -- EXPECIALLY ABOUT WHO WAS DOING WHAT TO WHOM.) 
Be. How often in the last 6 months would you say you and your 
(35) 
(36) 
(37) 
(38) 
(39) 
(40) 
(41) 
(42) 
(43) 
(44) 
(45) 
parent(s) (spouse's parent(s)) have disagreed? __ _ (46-47) 
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9. If any of these disagreements became more than you felt you could 
10. 
handle, who would you go to or call for help? 
1. police or sheriff's office (victim's advocate) (48) 
2. family court (49) 
3. private attorney DO NOT READ; RECORD VERBATIM (50) 
4. legal aid (51) 
5. Health and Rehabilitative Services (H.R.S.) (52) 
6. hospital emergency room (53) 
7. public health clinic (54) 
8. counselor (psychiatrist, psychologist) (55) 
9. doctor (56) 
10. minister (57) 
11. friend or neighbor (58) 
12. I don't know (59) 
13. other (60) 
Have you ever had to contact anyone outside the family to help deal 
with more physical arguments? 1. Yes (GO TO Q. lOa) (61) 
2. No (GO TO Q. 11.) 
lOa. How many times has someone been contacted in the last 6 
months? 
!Ob. Who or what place did you contact? ~~~~~~~~ 
(RECORD VERBATIM) 
(62-63) 
(64-65) 
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lOc. Were you satisfied with how the situation was handled? 
1. 
2. 
Yes (GO TO Q. 11.) 
No 
~---------
2a. What could they have done 
better to help you? 
(66) 
(67-68) 
11. Do you feel Seminole County needs programs dealing specifically 
with family conflict? 1. Yes (GO TO Q. lla.) (69) 
2. No 
--------
Why not? 
----------
(70-71) 
lla. What services should be provided? 
---------
(72-73) 
* * * 
We would like to finish this survey by asking a few questions about 
you personally, like your education, occupation, age and race, so that 
we can be sure we have enough people from all different groups in 
Seminole County. 
12. Sex (INTERVIEWER MARK FROM FRONT PAGE.) 1. 
2. 
Female 
Male 
(74) 
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13. Are you married, divorced, widowed, separated, or single (that is, 
never married)? 1. Married (YES) (75) 
2. divorced How many years? (76-77) 
3. widowed 
4. separated 
5. single, that is, never married 
14. When were you born? What year? (YEAR) 
-----
(78-79) 
15. Would you tell me to what religion you belong? 
1. Protestant (80) 
2. Catholic 
3. Jewish 
4. agnostic 
5. atheist 
6. other 
-------
16. What is your race or ethnic group? Are you? CARD 3 
I. White 
2. Black (1) 
3. Hispanic 
4. American Indian 
5. Oriental (Vietnamese, Chinese, Japanese, Korean) 
6. other 
----------
17. What is the highest grade in school you have completed? (2-3) 
(NUMBER) 
(IF COMPLETED HIGH SCHOOL ONLY, ASK:) 
a. Did you get a high school graduation diploma (or pass a high 
school equivalency test)? 1. 
2. 
Yes 
No 
(4) 
(IF 4 YEARS OF COLLEGE, ASK:) 
a. Do you have a college degree? 
1. Yes 
----
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(5) 
2. No What degree is that? (6) 
18. Have you had any other schooling (such as vocational training)? 
1. Yes (7) 
2. No 
What kind? (8) 
We are interested in your present job status. Are you working, retired, 
temporarily laid off, unemployed, a student, housewife, or what? 
I. WORK.ING NOW; ON STRIKE; SICK LEAVE (GO TO Q. 19.) (9) 
2 • UNEMPLOYED AND LOOKING FOR WORK (GO TO Q. 2 0. ) ( 10) 
3. RETIRED OR DISABLED (GO TO Q. 21.) (11) 
4. STUDENT (GO TO Q. 22.) (12) 
5. HOUSEWIFE OR OTHER (GO TO Q. 23.) (13) 
19. WORKING NOW; ON STRIKE; SICK LEAVE --
19a. About how many hours do you work on your (main) 
·ob in an average week? (Hours Per Week) 
-------
19b. What is (was) your main occupation? (What sort 
of work do you do?) 
(PROBE) 
19c. How long have you been employed at this job? 
---
19d. Have you been unemployed or laid off for a week 
or more during the past 12 months? 
1. Yes 
---2. No (GO TO Q. 24.) 
For how many weeks 
was this? 
--
(GO TO Q. 24.) 
(14-15) 
(16-17) 
(18-19) 
(20) 
(21-22) 
20. UNEMPLOYED AND LOOKING FOR WORK--
20a. Have you ever done any work for pay? 
1. Yes (GO TO Q. 20b.) 
2. No (GO TO Q. 24.) 
20b. How many weeks have you been unemployed or laid off 
in the last 12 months? (Weeks) 
20c . What was your occupation on your last regular job? 
(What sort of work did you do?) 
(PROBE) 
20d. How long did you have that job? ~~~~~~~~~ 
20e . What was the reason for your losing your job? 
L 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
didn't have seniority 
sick (DO NOT READ; RECORD VERBATIM. 
business shut down 
fired 
quit 
other 
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(23) 
(24-25) 
(26-27) 
(28-29) 
(30) 
(GO TO Q. 24.) 
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21. RETIRED OR DISABLED--
21a . What was your main occupat ion before you (retired/became 
disabled)? (What sort of work did you do ?) (31-32) 
---
(PROBE) 
(GO TO Q. 24.) 
22. STUDENT--
22a . Are you a full-time or part-time student? 1. Ful l -time (33) 
2. Part-time 
22b. Do yo do any work for pay presently? 
1. Yes (GO TO Q. 19.) (34) 
2. No (GO TO Q. 24 . ) 
23. HOUSEWIFE OR OTHER (Specify) 
--------
(35) 
23a. Do yo do any work for pay at the present t ime? 
1. Yes (GO TO Q. 19 . ) 
2 . No (GO TO Q. 24.) 
** OTHER FAMILY MEMBER INCOME ** 
Next, it would help to know your (husband/wife 's/friend's) present job 
status. Is (he/she) working, retired , temporarily laid off, unemployed, 
a student, housewife, or what ? 
1. WORKING NOW; ON STRIKE ; SICK LEAVE (GO TO Q. 24.) (36) 
2 . UNEMPLOYED AND LOOKING FOR WORK (GO TO Q. 25.) (37) 
3 . RETIRED OR DI SABLED (GO TO Q. 26.) (38) 
4 . STUDENT (GO TO Q. 27.) (39) 
5 . HOUSEWIFE OR OTHER (GO TO Q. 28.) (40) 
24. WORKING NOW; ON STRIKE; SICK LEAVE --
24a. About how many hours does (he/she) work on (his/her) 
job in an average week? (Hours Per Week) 
24b. What is (was) (his/her) main occupation? (What sort 
of work does (he/she) do?) 
~---~~~~-------
(PROBE) 
24c. How long has (he/she) been employed at this job 
24d. Has (he/she) been unemployed or laid off for a week 
or more during the past 12 months? 1. Yes 
-------
2. No (GO TO Q. 29.) 
25. UNEMPLOYED AND LOOKING FOR WORK --
For how many weeks 
was this? 
(GO TO Q • 2 9 • ) 
25a. Has (he/she) ever done any work before? 
1. Yes (GO TO Q. 25b.) 
2. No (GO TO Q. 29.) 
25b. How many weeks has (he/she been unemployed or laid 
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(41-42) 
(43-44) 
(45-46) 
(47) 
(48-49) 
(50) 
off in the last 12 months? (Weeks) (51-52) 
25c. What was (his/her) occupation on (his/her) last regular 
job? (What sort of work did (he/she) do?) (53-54) 
(PROBE) 
25d. How long did (he/she) have that job? 
-------
25e. What was the reason for (his/her) losing (his/her) job? 
1. didn't have seniority 
2. sick DO NOT READ: RECORD VERBATIM. 
3. business shut down 
4. fired 
5. quit 
6. other 
(GO TO Q. 29) 
26. RETIRED OR DISABLED --
26a. What was (his/her) main occupation before (he/she) 
(retired/became disabled)? (What sort of work did (he/she) do?) 
(PROBE) 
(GO TO Q. 29) 
27. STUDENT 
27a . Is (he/she) a full-time or part-time student? 
1. Full time 
2. Part-time 
27b . Does (he/she) do any work for pay presently? 
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(55-56) 
(58-59) 
(60) 
1. Yes (GO TO Q. 2 4 • ) ( 61) 
2. No (GO TO Q. 29.) 
28 . HOUSEWIFE OR OTHER (Specify) 
-------28a. Does (he/she) do any work for pay at the present time? 
1. Yes (GO TO Q. 24) 
2 • No (GO TO Q • 2 9) ( 6 2) 
29. Thinking about last year, 1980, how much did you and your 
(husband/wif /friend) earn from all sources before taxes 
and other deductions were made? (Just tell me the figure to the 
nearest thousand dollars.) (63-64) 
(ASK FOLLOWING QUESTION ONLY IF RESPONDENT REFUSES TO GIVE DOLLAR 
FIGURE.) 
We don't need the exact dollar figure. Goud you tell me which 
of these broad categories it falls in ••. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
less than 7,500 
between 7,501 and 15,000 
between 15,001 and 22,500 
between 22,501 and 30,000 
more than 30,000? 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND CONTRIBUTION TO THIS PROJECT. 
(65) 
APPENDIX C 
Supplemental Tables 
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Table 24 
Highest Grade in School Completed 
Education Absolute 
Level Frequency 
Elementary 5th 1 
6th 5 
7th 3 
8th 15 
9th 14 
10th 13 
11th 25 
High School 12th 200 
13th 33 
14th 68 
15th 25 
College 16th 93 
17th 9 
18th 23 
19th 4 
20th 2 
Graduate 21st 1 
Total 534 
Missing Cases = 2 
Adjusted Cumulative 
Frequency Frequency 
0.2 0.2 
0.9 1.1 
0.6 1. 7 
2.8 4.5 
2.6 7.1 
2.4 9.6 
4.7 14.2 
37.5 51. 7 
6.2 57.9 
12.7 70.6 
4.7 75.3 
17.4 92.7 
1. 7 94.4 
4.3 98.7 
0.7 99.4 
0.4 99.8 
0.2 100.0 
100.0 
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Table 25 
Job Status of Respondent* 
Frequency Percentage 
orking now ; on strike; 
on leave 
Unemployed and loo ing 
for ork 
Retired or disabled 
Student 
Hous wife or other 
Total 
248 46.3 
31 5.8 
96 17.9 
42 7.8 
192 35.8 
609* 113.6* 
*Respondent could choose more than one category. Most 
frequently chosen dual categories were "working now" and 
" Housewi fe ". 
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Table 26 
Occupation of Employed Respondents 
Frequency Percentage 
Professional 70 28.0 
Proprietor, Manager 28 11. 2 
Clerical, Sales 75 30.0 
Craftsman, Foreman 31 12.4 
Service Worker 7 2.8 
Service Laborer 23 9.2 
Laborer, Non- Farm 8 3.2 
Farm, Farm Laborer 7 2.8 
Armed Forces 1 0.4 
Total 250 100.0 
Missing Cases = 286 
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Table 27 
Former Occupations of Retired or Disabled Respondents 
Professional 
Proprietor, Manager 
Clerical, Sales 
Craftsman, Foremen 
Service Worker 
Service Laborer 
Laborer, Non-Farm 
Farm, Farm Laborer 
Armed Forces 
Never Worked 
Total 
Missing Cases = 441 
Frequency Percentage 
18 18.9 
11 11. 6 
23 24.2 
15 15.8 
6 6.3 
7 7.4 
6 6.3 
2 2.1 
5 5.3 
2 2.1 
95 100.0 
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Table 28 
Number of Years Respondent Has Been Employed 
Time on the Job 
{i n years ) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5* 
6 - 10 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21 - 25 
26 - 30 
30+ 
Total 
Missing Cases = 286 
Frequency Percentage 
73 29.2 
29 11. 6 
23 9.2 
20 8.0 
15 6.0 
35 14.0 
21 8.4 
16 6.4 
11 4.4 
2 0.8 
5 2.0 
250 100.0 
*For 1 - 5 years time on the job, the total frequency is 160 
respondents and t he total percentage is 64.0. 
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Tab le 29 
Previou s Occupatio n of Unemployed Respondent 
Frequenc y Percentage 
Professional 4 13.3 
Proprietor, Manager 3 10.0 
Clerical, Sales 7 23.3 
Craftsman, Foremen 4 13.3 
Service Laborer 7 23.3 
Laborer, Non-Farm 2 6.7 
Farm, Farm Laborer 2 6.7 
Armed Forces 1 3.3 
Total 30 100.0 
Missing Cases = 5 06 
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Table 30 
Number of Weeks Respondent Unempioyed 
Weeks Frequency Percentage 
1 - 8 10 34.5 
16 - 24 2 6.9 
25 - 33 4 13.8 
34 - 42 2 6.9 
43 - 51 1 3.4 
52 + 10 34.5 
Total 29 100.0 
Missing Cases = 507 
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Table 31 
Job Status of Other Significant Member of the Household 
Working now; on strike; 
on leave 
Unemployed and looking 
for work 
Retired or disabled 
Student 
Housewife or other 
Total 
Frequency 
363 
8 
94 
14 
65 
544* 
Percentage 
67.7 
1. 5 
17.5 
2.6 
12.1 
101. 4 
*Respondent could choose more than one category. The most 
frequently chosen dual categories were "working now" and 
"retired ." 
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Table 32 
Occupation of Other Significant Family Member 
Frequency Percentage 
Clerical, Sales 88 24.6 
Professional 87 24.3 
Craftsmen, Foremen 64 17.9 
Proprietor, Manager 57 15.9 
Service Laborer 27 7.5 
Laborer, on-Farm 19 5.3 
Se rvice Worker 8 2.2 
Farm, Farm Laborer 3 0.8 
Armed Forces 1 0.3 
Other 4 1.1 
Total 358 100.0 
Table 33 
Number of Years Other Family Member 
Employed at Present Job 
Time on the Job 
(in years ) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 - 10 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 
21 - 25 
26 - 30 
30+ 
Total 
Missing Cases = 185 
Frequency 
91 
28 
30 
16 
18 
72 
45 
20 
17 
7 
7 
351 
121 
Percentage 
25.9 
8.0 
8.5 
4.6 
5.1 
20.5 
12.8 
5.7 
4.8 
2.0 
2.0 
99.9 
*For 1 - 5 years time on the job, the total frequency is 183 
respondents and the total percentage is 52.1. 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 
American Indian 
Other 
Total 
Table 34 
Race 
Frequency 
498 
29 
5 
1 
3 
536 
122 
Percentage 
92.9 
5.4 
0.9 
0.2 
0.6 
100.0 
Age 
18 - 30 
31 - 43 
44 - 56 
57 - 69 
70+ 
Mean = 39.1 
eidan = 41. 2 
Total 
Table 35 
Age of Respondent 
Frequency 
144 
166 
98 
95 
33 
536 
Table 36 
Length of Marriage of Respondents 
Years Married Frequency 
1 10 140 
11 - 20 110 
21 - 30 65 
31 - 40 72 
41+ 48 
Total 435 
Mean = 20.5 years married 
Median = 16.8 years married 
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Percentage 
26.9 
31.0 
18.3 
17.7 
6.2 
100.0 
Percentage 
32.2 
25.3 
14.9 
16.6 
11. 0 
100.0 
Income 
Less than $7,500 
$7,501 - $15,000 
$ 15,001 - $22,500 
$22,501 - $30,000 
More than $30,000 
Table 37 
Fami l y I ncome 
Freque n cy 
42 
88 
89 
93 
121 
Total 433 
Median income = $22,282 
Mean income= $30,027 
Missing Cases = 103 
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Percentage 
9.7 
20 . 3 
20.6 
21.5 
27.9 
100.0 
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